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ABSTRACT 
Victimization is a reality that will touch each person's life at some point and time. 
Whether it is experienced by oneself, one's friend, or a family member, its aftermath will 
have an impact that does not compare to any other life experience. The formerly anonymous 
experience of victimization will create needs that are aberrant, but seemingly necessary for 
coping and recovery. The task of gaining awareness and understanding of the impact of 
victimization and the needs that emanate from this experience are challenging. 
The purpose of this research was twofold. The first purpose was to investigate the 
needs of victims of violent crime. The second was to compare victims' perspectives of their 
needs with counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs. 
A Q methodology research design was used in this research because it incorporates 
both qualitative and quantitative procedures. Data were collected qualitatively by requesting 
participants to rank-order statements regarding victims' needs into a forced distribution. This 
distribution reflected participants' measure of agreement with each statement and it provided a 
portrait of their subjective opinions regarding victims' needs. The quantitative component of 
Q methodology necessitated factor analysis of the data to establish the presence of factors. 
Q methodology enabled victims and counsellors to reflect upon and describe their 
individual perspectives of victims' needs. The comparative nature of this study necessitated 
contrasting the factors that emerged from the two groups. The viCtim-participants identified 
needs that included (1) victim control of their victimization, (2) victim's rights, and (3) 
retribution. The counsellor-participants perceived victims' needs as (1) recognition of 
victimization and (2) victim control of their victimization. 
The degree of dissimilarity between individual group factors was indicative of 
different perspectives of victims' needs. These different perspectives impact the way in 
which counsellors and counselling practice assist victims of violent crime. The results are 
discussed with the intention of educating people and fostering change. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
In spite of recent advances in victimology, victims of violent crime remain 1 forgotten 1 
(Lurigio, 1987). Victims are only recognized as victims within the hierarchy of the criminal 
justice system when their reports or testimony are necessary. This researcher believes that in 
this hierarchy, victims are near the bottom and consequently they continue to be used as 
pawns in a game where their probability of prevailing or benefitting from the criminal 
experience in any way is slim. This circumstance inspired Stuebing (1984) to describe 
victims of crime as I orphans' of our system. Regardless of the crime, its impact, or the 
ensuing needs, it appears that victims do not receive the attention or support that is owed to 
them by a society that affirms to provide different types of support and services to people via 
safety net programs and health care structures (Weiler & Desgagne, 1984). 
The programs and structures established to help all people in society, regardless of 
their situation or its occurrence, employ professionals and para-professionals. Professionals 
in the helping professions (i.e., counsellors, therapists, psychologists, social workers, victim 
service workers, etc.) are trained to accomplish the fundamental mission of their title -- to 
help people. The research focus in this study is on victims' needs. This research will look 
to the helping professionals, specifically counsellors, to contribute their viewpoints on the 
issue of victims' needs. Counsellors' perspectives will be discussed in-depth because they are 
trained to deal with all kinds of people and the diverse and unique issues that clients present. 
Although restrictions are implemented within agency and system mandates, this researcher 
believes that the availability of counselling services throughout society should be 
comprehensive enough to assist all persons -- including victims. Unfortunately, victims are 
falling through the cracks. They are not receiving the supportive services necessary to 
facilitate their coping, survival, or recovery (Siegel, 1983). This predicament prompts one to 
contemplate many questions. 
If systems and entire structures are designed to assist all people, why is it that a 
specialized group of people, namely victims, fall through the cracks? What role should 
helping professions play in identifying and filling the gaps? Specifically, what role should 
counsellors fulfill in aiding victims of violent crime? How can victims be given the voice 
they need to speak out and request the services they believe are essential? How can 
counsellors understand victims' needs and the best manner to meet these needs? Do victims 
believe that counsellors have the ability to help in the way victims need to be helped? The 
questions regarding victims, their needs, and the role of counsellors are endless. 
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This study explored the needs of victims of violent crime. Victims' understanding of 
their needs following a violent crime was compared with counsellors' perspectives of what 
victims of violent crime need. This comparison was essential if gaps in counselling services 
were to be identified and recommendations made for change. It was time for victims to have 
a voice. It was anticipated that this information will help to change the plight of victims 
because the rampant and numerous secondary victimization and injustice they experience is 
unacceptable. 
Background to the Problem 
This researcher's interest and motivation to conduct research in this discipline 
emanates from personal experience. This experience is two-fold and results from wearing 
two different helping hats. This researcher's interest in this issue began three years ago, 
while embarking on a new quest as a Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) Victim 
Services caseworker. As this researcher participated in many hours of intensive training, she 
questioned her ability to provide victims of crime with all that they need. This researcher 
was somewhat anxious and unnerved. Fortunately, through time, she finished the training, 
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worked with clients, and the apprehensions and fears of ineptitude were put to rest. She was 
able to provide efficient, effective, and appropriate services to her clients. Through personal 
experiences she realized that victims' experiences differed in type, severity, and duration, 
thereby creating different needs in individuals. And, she also realized that cracks and gaps 
exist within the policies, procedures, protocols, systems, and personnel resources that were 
designed specifically to assist victims of crime. 
This researcher's attempt to fill these gaps was futile and disappointing. She can only 
imagine the feelings of the victims because these gaps directly and greatly impact on their 
reactions to the crime. In the mind and heart of this researcher, the trauma of experiencing 
the accidental, yet at times, seemingly intentional and personal crisis of victimization, was 
more than they should have had to bear. This added to her perceptions of the inadequacies of 
services established and designed to ease the pain and burden of victims' experiences. 
The second hat worn by this researcher is that of a counsellor. From personal clinical 
experience, she has encountered and assisted many individuals who have been victims. For 
some the victimization was not the reason for seeking counselling, but victimization seemed 
to play an integral part in who they were. The lasting effects of victimization appeared to 
continue to affect these clients. While discussing their life stories, clients would, without 
invitation, describe their victimization and the resultant thoughts, feelings, and situations. 
The experiences were not positive. Too often they reflected the gaps in the systems which 
failed to recognize the particular needs of victims. 
As a result of these roles as an RCMP Victim Services caseworker and therapeutic 
counsellor, this researcher frequently listened to stories of systems that failed victims. With 
horror, she would observe a personal feeling of emptiness within for these victims because 
she realized that the odds of changing these systems were poor. Without fully understanding 
how the systems and programs -- specifically designed to assist victims -- could fail some 
victims, she experienced feelings of helplessness and hostility. 
This researcher has come to understand that agencies, personnel, and systems are not 
and can not be perfect. In both of her roles, this researcher is able to provide information 
and support and increase personal services when a gap is encountered. This understanding 
has not diminished the personal and negative feelings about the process. Rather, it has 
provided her with the motivation and ambition to conduct research in this area in order to 
develop increased proficiency in identifying victims' needs that emanate from experiences of 
violent and criminal victimization. 
In addition to the volunteer and work experience, this researcher's graduate course 
work sparked unending thoughts and a desire to discover how people in the field of 
counselling may address and alleviate some of the gaps in victims' services. This 
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researcher's knowledge of and passion for counselling can be interpreted as a desire to help 
people-- both victims and non-victims. This view is personal and inherent only to her 
experiences, education, and interaction with clients. It was important to further explore how 
this researcher, as a counsellor, could contribute to recognizing and helping victims with their 
initial victimization at the hands of the perpetrators, as well as the subsequent victimization 
they were forced to endure by the systems of justice that involved them in pursuing those 
perpetrators. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem that exists is the gaps in services to victims of crime. These gaps exist 
because there is insufficient knowledge of the needs of victims. This problem is examined in 
this research with the intent to address both the lack of knowledge and inaccuracies in the 
knowledge that does exist. The first goal is to increase the level and accuracy of knowledge 
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about victims' needs by asking victims directly about their needs. The second goal is to 
address the gaps in services by questioning counsellors about their perspectives of victims' 
needs. It is anticipated that this comparison will identify the degree of overlap and indicate 
the gaps that exist. The Ministry of Attorney General (1993) has already confirmed through 
a formal review that, "major gaps in service are crisis counselling, long-term counselling and 
community education" (p. 10). In accordance with Chelimsky's (1981) appeal for a new look 
at victims of violence and their needs, this study will ask victims if there are other needs that 
should be added to that list. 
The insufficient and inaccurate knowledge about victims has also identified that 
services, specifically in the helping professions, are problematic because inadequacies in 
service provision and appropriate training also exist (Ministry of Attorney General, 1993). 
For this reason this study identifies the counselling profession as an integral segment 
necessary to address the needs of victims since these individuals should be available to assist 
victims. Kiresuk and Lund (1981) completed research with victims of violence and found 
evidence that adequate psychosocial support for victims from the mental health system is 
absent. Therefore, counsellors are queried in this research to discover their perspectives of 
victims' needs. In short, this study sought to acknowledge the needs of victims of violent 
crime and to compare victims' perspectives with counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs. 
Victimization is personal. The experiences and needs of victims are varied because 
people are unique. This individuality creates different victimization experiences which in turn 
lead to different needs for victims to help them cope with victimization. It is necessary for 
us to acknowledge and attempt to understand these distinct experiences and the ensuing 
diversity of victims' needs because there is good chance that each one of us will be or will 
encounter a victim of violent crime at some point in our lifetime (Herrington, 1985; McCann, 
Sakheim, & Abrahamson, 1988). Acknowledging victims' experiences and responding and 
assisting appropriately and effectively to their needs will benefit both the victims and those 
who work with and for them. 
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Violent crime and its impact can be measured in many ways. The justice system 
measures violent crime by calculating statistics. Past incidents are counted so future 
probabilities can be predicted. The high rate of criminal activity in Canada is both 
conspicuous and authentic. Crime has no boundaries; consequently, it is not exclusive to a 
specific location or group of people. The Criminal Code of Canada defines crimes, the 
maximum punishments for committing them, and the legal procedures for dealing with them 
(Ministry of Attorney General, 1995). The Criminal Code divides crime into two categories: 
(a) indictable offences, which are the more serious offences, and (b) summary convictions, 
which are the less serious. In accord with the Ministry of the Attorney General (1995), a 
victim is described as a person against whom a crime has been committed. 
In Canada, the crime rate consisted of over 2.6 million criminal code incidents 
(excluding traffic crimes). Statistics show that, in 1996, violent crimes totalled 291,437 or 
11% of total criminal code incidents (Statistics Canada, 1996a, p. 3-5). Assaults (levels 1, 2, 
3, and other) accounted for 227,678 of the violent crimes; sexual assaults (levels 1, 2, and 3) 
accounted for 26,762; and other sexual offences accounted for 3,310 (Statistics Canada, 
1996a, p. 15). The different levels of assault included: (a) level I: common assault, (b) level 
II: assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm, (c) level III: aggravated assault causing 
wounding, maiming, disfiguring, or endangering the life of the victim, and (d) other types of 
assault: assaulting a police officer, unlawfully causing bodily harm, discharging a firearm, 
and other assaults. The three levels of sexual assault paralleled the assault offences described 
above. The level of sexual assault is distinguished by the level of injury and the presence of 
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a weapon (Statistics Canada, 1996b, p. 8-9). The remaining 33,687 incidents of violent 
crime included homicide (633), attempted murder (848), abduction (964), and robbery 
(31,242) (Statistics Canada, 1996a, p. 15). Statistics Canada (1996b) also investigated 
violent crimes and found that: (a) the violent crime rate increased significantly over the past 
two decades; (b) the rate of sexual assaults reported to the police also increased significantly, 
and (c) non-sexual assaults account for about three-quarters of all violent crimes reported. 
Although the above statistics are numerically accurate, they do not reflect an accurate 
picture of the amount of violent crime in Canada. A difference in statistics and actual violent 
criminal incidents exists because there are two types of recording and information retrieval 
systems used in Canada. The first type consists of the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) which 
records crimes reported to the police. The second type consists of the General Social Survey 
(GSS) which records information gathered by telephone in crime victimization surveys from 
samples of citizens. Numbers derived from the two recording systems differ and reflect that 
the number of criminal events reported in crime victimization surveys normally exceeds the 
number recorded by the police (Statistics Canada, 1996b, p. 3). In 1993, the numbers 
differed so greatly that the GSS estimated that 90% of sexual assaults and 68% of other 
assaults were not reported to the police. Hence it is necessary to be cautious when 
considering these statistics due to the difference between reported and unreported violent 
crime. The above-noted figures confirm that a large number of victims exist in Canada. 
These figures do not illustrate the type and severity of injuries and losses experienced by 
victims of violent crimes. 
The literature acknowledges three primary types of injuries and losses experienced by 
victims. These include financial injury or loss, physical injury or loss, and emotional or 
psychological trauma (Young, 1991). The literature is replete with descriptions and measures 
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of the financial and physical injuries and losses of victims. Unfortunately, it largely neglects 
discussion or acknowledgement of the emotional side of victims' trauma and the needs that 
evolve from it. Maguire (1985) confirmed this when he stated that, "It has to be admitted 
that knowledge about the nature and extent of victims' needs remains patchy and inconclusive 
in several important aspects" (p. 554). It is necessary to decrease this gap in the literature by 
focusing on the complete range of experiences that a victim of violent crime may have to 
overcome and investigating the degree to which victims and counsellors agree on the needs 
that emanate from these experiences. 
The literature can be described as saturated with documentation of victims' 
experiences (Bard & Sangrey, 1979, 1980, 1985; Frieze, Hymer, & Greenberg, 1987; 
Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983; Sales, Baum, & Shore, 1984). Unfortunately, these 
experiences have only been noted when they are relevant to a social agency's or researcher's 
personal agenda or vested interest, as evidenced by the focus on victims' involvement with 
the criminal justice system and law enforcement personnel. Other researchers have also 
noticed this tendency to focus on only one aspect of victim experiences. This is not a true 
reflection of the subjective experience. Sales et al. (1984) reported that previous studies of 
rape victims and their experiences have importance and relevance only with respect to their 
involvement with law enforcement personnel, medical personnel, and criminal justice 
systems. 
The recent provision of victim assistance services was also based on the personal 
agendas and vested interests of individuals and organizations. The American Psychological 
Association (APA) Task Force (1985) reported that "the countless 'injustices' suffered during 
the criminal process seriously complicate the victim's psychological adaptation" (p. 109). 
When victim programs were instituted they were motivated by the criminal justice personnel's 
9 
desire to ensure victim/witness cooperation in the prosecution of cases rather than by a desire 
to help victims. 
These personal agendas and vested interests were identified because the literature was 
one-sided. It focused only on the victims' judicial involvement or the degree of change in 
victims' fear of crime after a personal victimization. Agnew (1985) provided evidence of this 
bias in studies when he stated that, "much of the research tends to treat the individual as a 
'black box,' assuming that victimization leads directly to fear of crime" (p. 236). Fattah 
(1992) noticed this bias and recommended that "the time has come to try to separate the facts 
from the rhetoric and to differentiate between genuine concern for crime victims and their use 
as pawns in the politics of law and order" (p. 5). 
A shift in research focus and its biases was attempted. The APA Task Force (1985) 
became involved and reported that the experience of being criminally victimized had profound 
psychological consequences, both immediate and long term (Burgess & Holmstrom, 1979; 
Fischer & Wertz, 1979; Frederick, 1980). These revelations prompted Herrington (1985) to 
state that, "those lives struck by violent crime are often bent and broken by its impact .... 
The physical, financial, and psychological wounds of victims and their families are too often 
ignored, not through malicious intention but through uninformed indifference" (p. 99). 
Appropriately, researchers began to investigate the true impact of victimization and to realize 
that it is relevant outside of the judicial processes. 
There is no question that being a victim has a negative impact on people. However, 
this impact is individual. Bard and Sangrey (1979) found that individuals varied in the 
degree to which their lives were disrupted by victimization though all had experienced 
disruption, crisis reactions, and relapses while reorganizing their lives. McCann et al. (1988) 
also noted this negative impact, but instead of focusing on individuality, they recognized that 
victims shared a common bond -- victims experienced traumatic events which were 
interpreted within their unique approach of interpretation. 
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It would appear that when victims' traumatic experiences are researched, reported, and 
discussed in terms of the personal agenda or vested interests of the researchers, the readers of 
this information, whether they be lay persons, academics, or those in the helping professions, 
are likely to interpret victims' needs erroneously. This inaccurate interpretation perpetuates 
the bias that victims' needs are well understood by victims' needs researchers and 
appropriately addressed by victims' services agencies and other criminal justice personnel. 
Maguire (1985) observed this problem when he stated that, "a major assumption behind many 
of these surveys and studies has been that if one knows the effects of victimization, broad 
inferences can be drawn about the needs of those suffering them" (p. 542). In this way, both 
experiences and needs were impacted by these underlying agendas. 
Formulation of assumptions is a dangerous practice that researchers and helping 
professionals should avoid. Maguire (1985) emphasized this issue when he stated, "findings 
that a certain percentage of crime victims are emotionally disturbed by the incident, suffer 
loss of sleep, or experience fear, does not tell us whether they need simply a sympathetic ear, 
sophisticated crisis intervention services, or long-term professional counselling" (p. 542). It 
is not appropriate for any person to investigate an issue, such as violent victimization, or 
study a group of people, such as victims of violent crime, with anything but each victim's 
best interest at heart, regardless of whether the focus of the research is the experiences or 
needs of victims. 
Research on victims' needs should first and foremost include victims of crime. 
Second, research should be conducted for the sake of victims and this must include genuine 
concern for them and their circumstances. Third, it is also necessary to recognize the 
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experiences and needs of victims of violent crime with no personal agenda or vested interest. 
This study respects these three principles by focusing on victims and their victimization, 
without regard for systems, agencies, or processes, therefore this may provide a truer picture 
of crime's impact. 
Definition of Terms 
Though most of the terminology used in this study is easily understood, clarification is 
required to specify and describe the meanings and typologies included in the term violent 
crime. It is necessary to provide legal definitions to facilitate understanding for two reasons. 
First, a victim identifies himself or herself as a victim defined by the crime. More 
specifically, the criminal offence was the identifying title that categorized victims (i.e., "I 
was a victim of spousal assault"). Secondly, a legal definition gives information about the 
severity of the crime. It describes the level or degree of violence experienced by the victim. 
Severity also played a role if charges were laid and the complainant became involved in the 
criminal justice system. For example, a comparison of two violent crimes such as threat of 
bodily injury and sexual assault would have indicated that a difference existed in the degree 
of violence, level of charges, and possible punishment. 
For the purpose of this study, a violent crime included: (a) causing bodily harm with 
intent - firearm, (b) causing bodily harm with intent- air gun or pistol, (c) criminal 
harassment, (d) uttering threats, (e) assault, (f) assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm, 
(g) aggravated assault, (h) sexual assault, (i) sexual assault with a weapon, and G) aggravated 
sexual assault. (See Appendix A, p. 179 for a definition of each crime as described in 
Martin's Annual Criminal Code-- Police Edition, 1999). 
The offences included in this study met three criteria. The first was that the crime 
was an offence against the person and reputation. Second, there had to be a living person 
designated as the victim. The third requirement was that violence or the threat of violence 
was part of the crime. 
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It was necessary to clarify the terminology used to describe the responses of victims of 
violent crime in this study. At an elementary level, the different thoughts, feelings, and 
behaviours that result from victimization were termed 'effects.' This study was designed to 
investigate and understand the needs which stem from the numerous effects experienced by 
victims of violent crimes. On a deeper level, this study referred to the multitude of needs 
that were a consequence of the differing experiences. Thus, the focus paralleled the title in 
comparing victims' perspectives of their needs with counsellors' perspectives of victims' 
needs. This investigation included the psychological, emotional, interpersonal, behavioural, 
and biological responses and needs of victims. The criminal code definitions helped to reflect 
a better picture of the trauma and the resultant needs. 
It was also necessary to clarify the term 'system.' This term was used throughout this 
research to describe the different service providers who work with and for victims of crime. 
These service providers primarily include the criminal justice system and the mental health 
system. It should be noted that secondary agencies and programs may be housed within these 
two primary systems. These secondary agencies and programs include victim service 
agencies, social service agencies, compensation boards, and medical services. The term 
'systems' has been used to reflect the many different services providers, agenCies, and 
organizations that victims may interact with following victimization. 
Rationale 
The purpose of this research is to discover the needs of victims which stemmed from 
different violent and traumatic experiences; and to compare these with counsellors' 
perspectives of what victims' need following a violent crime. Analogous to Peterson and 
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Seligman (1983), this research attempted to support the assumption that victimization involves 
not only immediate suffering, such as loss of money or physical injury, but also longer-
lasting effects that can be attributed to the psychological impact of the episode. It was not 
sufficient to focus on observable experiences and improve coping by making suggestions; 
such as, file an insurance claim, seek medical help, call a locksmith, etc. The impact that 
was not observable also had to be recognized. This recognition for victims could not be all-
encompassing or generalized because victims differ. It was necessary to recognize and 
acknowledge the diversity of victims' experiences because they inevitably reflect unique and 
heterogeneous needs. 
This study differed from previous research practice in two ways. First, this study was 
not driven by any prejudice or partiality of the criminal justice system, the legal profession, 
and/or government agencies. The aims of this study were: (1) to focus on victims and have 
them describe their needs, and (2) to focus on counsellors and have them describe their 
perspectives of victims' needs. The second difference was that the findings from this study 
articulated and resonated the subjective, personal, and unique needs of victims of violent 
crimes and counsellors' perspectives. In support of Allport (1962), this study did not 
emanate from a focus on discovering general, universal laws from the study of group 
differences. Instead, it utilized an approach that focuses on discovering unique and distinct 
patterns among individuals. 
Certain criteria were designed around the investigation of victims' needs and the study 
was expected to meet them. The most important criterion was the collection of information 
from both the victims' and counsellors' self-referent view. This objective addressed the past 
problem of under-reporting of emotional trauma and misinterpreting needs (Fattah, 1992; 
Maguire, 1985). This study was designed to measure both of the criteria found in the 
research theory implemented by Walklate (1989): 
The impact of victimization may be measured by reference to 'objective' and 
'subjective' criteria. Objective measures concentrate on material losses: valuables 
taken; days lost from work; the 'cost' of physical injuries. Subjective measures 
concentrate more on the psychological impact of crime. (p. 42) 
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Another equally important criterion was the need to investigate all aspects of victims' 
experience, placing no restrictions on types of needs. This translated into exploring not only 
the physical injuries and financial losses, but also the resulting psychological, emotional, 
behavioural, interpersonal, and biological consequences. McCann et al. (1988) found that 
victims who were violated or harmed by the deliberate actions of another suffered profound 
disruptions in their self-concepts, their relations with other people, and their lives. 
Consequently, the examination of victim needs, that arose from these same experiences, was 
not restricted to a limited number of domains. It was paramount that the victim be able to 
share his or her needs as a whole rather than just speaking about financial and physical needs. 
There was evidence in the literature to verify that victims of violent crime experienced 
a variety of aftereffects. These experiences differed in type, intensity, and duration. Lurigio 
(1987) noted this variety when he stated that, "more variation in impact would be expected 
because there are no anticipated ceiling or floor effects to constrain the breadth of experiences 
they are likely to report" (p. 455). Bard and Sangrey (1979) added that victims were 
required to deal with a number of distressing emotions that were sometimes contradictory and 
so intense and painful that the victim could not face them all at once. It seems that victims 
differ in their experiences following victimization. Since the focus in this research is on 
victims' needs, one must also consider the differentiation among victims' needs. Should we 
believe that the needs of victims of violent crime are any less stressing, contradictory, or 
intense and painful than the experiences? Should we believe that needs have ceiling or floor 
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effects? 
There was also evidence in the literature that attested to the inaccurate and ineffective 
responses to victims' experiences and needs by society. Waller (1985) found that there 
appeared to be far too little research on victims from which society could draw conclusions. 
It was also evident that the small amount of research that did exist either focused on victims' 
invitation of criminal acts (Sparks, 1982) or it focused on the criminal instead of the victim 
(Rodino, 1985). The research should not have been utilized nor referenced when services for 
victims were implemented because it addresses the criminals instead of the victims. But this 
seems to have been the case. The criminal justice system procedures and personnel, along 
with the level of government funding for victims, were examined to discover that mental 
health practice and treatment for victims of crime was lacking (Stuebing, 1984; Young, 
1988). The inappropriateness of services established for victims of crime was not a 
revelation since they were implemented to meet victims' needs but they were not based on 
actual requests from victims for these particular services ( Chelimsky, 1981). 
There was the desire to obtain information in this study in a manner comparable to a 
study by Bard and Sangrey (1979) where they recognized that crime victims in crisis were not 
weak or immature; rather, they were having a natural and normal response to a serious 
threat. The comparison of two perspectives, that of victims of violent crimes and that of 
counsellors, enabled this researcher to make recommendations for more effective and efficient 
counselling theory and practice. These recommendations were provided due to the 
researcher's observation that the literature demonstrated that current assistance available to 
victims was based on deficient research, financial compensation, and the assurance of 
cooperation with the criminal justice system rather than on the need to assist victims with the 
multitude of disparate emotional and psychological consequences of violence. Some victims 
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fall through the cracks and do not receive adequate, appropriate, effective, or timely 
assistance (Andrews, 1992; Elias, 1993; Greenberg & Ruback, 1992; Herrington, 1985; 
Kahn, 1985; Peterson & Seligman, 1983). Researchers need to develop more sophisticated 
methods to assess the severity of victims' experiences and determine what levels or types of 
support are most appropriate to meet those victims' needs. 
Significance 
This research is significant because it is innovative. It seeks to discover the needs of 
victims by asking actual victims of violent crime to provide their perspectives about their 
needs. This can be deemed innovative because researchers usually investigate victims' needs 
without the input or subjective opinions of victims (Haward, 1981; Kilpatrick, Best, Veronen, 
Amick, Villeponteaux, & Ruff, 1985; Krupnick & Horowitz, 1980; Siegel, 1983). This 
research also includes counsellors who work with victims of violent crime to unearth their 
perspectives of victims' needs. This aspect is innovative because counselling practice is not 
the usual discipline involved in victim research (Sales et al., 1984; Siegel, 1983; Young, 
1988). Almost twenty years ago Chelimsky (1981) stated that it is important to recognize, 
"the real and perceived (i.e., both victim-perceived and counselor-perceived) problems and 
needs of specific victim populations; about the types of services which can alleviate 
emergency and other needs; and about the policy issues and feasibility problems implicit in 
the delivery of those services" (p. 89-90). Since victims and counsellors are providing their 
subjective opinions, this research avoids the underlying biases that are so much a part of 
previous studies (Fattah, 1992; Sales et al., 1984). 
The literature on the experiences and needs of victims appears to be fairly new. 
Henderson (1992) claimed that victimology has a chronological age of approximately 35 
years, yet little information about the psychological effects of crime on victims was available. 
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Although limited, and focused on surface-level factors, the victimology literature did reflect 
many changes in the focal area of research. Symonds (1975) reviewed the literature and 
found it generally focused on the criminal or the criminal act. He reported that only in 
recent years has professional attention been given to a new element -- the victim. A decade 
later, Agnew (1985) reported that the focus had finally changed to a growing recognition that 
the experience of victimization depended on how it was interpreted by the individual. "A 
growing literature suggests that criminal victimization, like other deleterious life events (e.g., 
paralyzing accidents, fatal illness, natural disasters), can have profound effects on a person's 
emotional well-being and adjustment" (Lurigio, 1987, p. 453). Finally, the true state of .the 
victim was the focus and the personal agendas and vested interests lost their spotlight. 
In the last decade, the debate over those aspects of the victim that should be 
researched has been important. Researchers in the fields of psychology, counselling, and 
victimology have recently switched their focus . The APA Task Force (1985) reported that 
loss of personal property and bodily injury, commonly thought of as the most unsettling 
aspect of victimization, may, in fact, be less important than the psychological damage 
suffered by the victims. This realization and recognition was also noted by Young (1988) 
when she stated, "at last, the aftermath of crime was being understood from the victim's 
viewpoint- not from the perspective of society that wants to keep victims at a distance" (p. 
325). 
The current research is significant in addressing four important aspects of victims of 
violent crime. First, in profiling victims' needs after a violent crime, this study provides 
further and explicit evidence that victims of violent crime experience a multitude of needs 
which vary in type, intensity, and duration. Lurigio (1987) pointed to the lack of studies 
such as the one seen here: 
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Measures of the effects of criminal victimization have typically been limited to one or 
two domains, such as symptomology, fear, or protective behaviors. It is likely, 
however, that the actual impact of crime is more multifaceted that those studies 
suggest. (p. 456) 
Figley (1988) maintained the need to collect data on a wide variety of victimizations in order 
to discern the critical and common features which make them so potentially traumatic to 
particular types of persons under different types of conditions. The information regarding the 
needs of victims resulting from this research reflects the individual differences of these 
victims and how counsellors perceive these differences in needs. 
Second, the focus on victims of violent crime is itself significant because of its power. 
For victims, the chance to tell their story can be helpful. The recognition and validation 
provided victims can promote increased empowerment. When judgement about the accuracy 
of their story is not a factor, the victims' self-confidence may be enhanced through expression 
of these experiences and needs. 
Third, this investigation identifies and describes the most meaningful needs of victims 
of violent crime and verifies the level of agreement between victims' and counsellors' 
perspectives of the needs of victims. This allows the researcher to recommend appropriate, 
effective, and efficient counselling perspectives and techniques necessary to aid victims with 
their emotional, cognitive, and interpersonal needs. Maguire (1985) emphasized that: 
It is crucial to the future provision of effective victim services for research to come to 
clearer conclusions. . . . Two related gaps are glaringly obvious: the dearth of careful 
studies of the ... effects of different types of common crimes, and a similar lack of 
evidence about what kinds of support are appropriate to and have a measurable effect 
upon the speed and completeness of victims' recovery from such crimes. (p. 552) 
This research attempts to identify one of the gaps described by Maguire for the purpose of 
obtaining information that will help to fill it. This is done by having victims express their 
needs which are direct consequences of the crime, and including counsellors who assist 
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victims in their coping and recovery. 
Fourth, information gleaned from this research contributes to the development and 
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implementation of a protocol useful in the training of professionals and para-professionals 
who work directly with victims. This protocol would focus on victims and outline the 
professional assistance necessary to emphasize and meet victims' needs. It is anticipated that 
published results of this study will educate professionals both in the criminal justice system 
and in the helping professions. It is also anticipated that this research fosters further interest 
and exploration in the area of victims and counselling. A realization that an interaction 
between counselling practice and victimology does exist is paramount to change. 
Research Questions 
The research questions propelling this study are: 
1. What are victims' perspectives of their needs following violent crime? 
2. Are victims' perspectives of their needs following violent crime consistent with 
counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs? 
Summary 
This researcher is a counsellor and a RCMP victim services caseworker. These roles 
allow this researcher to hear victims' stories and witness actual instances when victims have 
fallen through the gaps in services for victims. These instances demonstrate that victims' 
needs are not being met. The rationale for this research is that it differs from previous 
studies that were conducted with vested interests and personal agendas. A significant feature 
of this research is that it focused on asking victims of violent crime about their needs. The 
research questions attempt to obtain and compare the perspectives of victims of violent crime 
with the perspectives of counsellors who work with victims. The problem, significance, 
rationale, and research questions described in this chapter provide the basis for understanding 
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the relevance of the literature review that is presented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
What do victims of violent crime experience during and after the traumatic event? 
What do victims of violent crime need following victimization? What has been society's 
response to crime victims' experiences and resultant needs? These questions appear quite 
simple yet the answers may be quite complicated. The answers to these questions will 
illustrate where the gaps in services to victims exist. The intent of this research is to identify 
these gaps by consulting victims, counsellors, and the literature. This chapter contains an 
aggregate of findings from the victimology literature which attempts to facilitate our 
understanding of victims' experiences, the gap that exists in services for victims, and the 
research design used to investigate that gap. 
The literature offers a number of perspectives on victims' experiences. It also offers a 
number of perspectives on the services and procedures established to address victims' 
experiences and needs. The perspectives were drawn from disciplines that include 
counselling, psychology, victimology, criminology, social work, and the criminal justice 
system. A number of these perspectives are presented here. 
This review of the literature focuses on three separate, yet correlated aspects. The 
first two include: (1) the psychological and emotional experiences of victims of crime and (2) 
how society has addressed or responded to these experiences and needs of victims. Both 
perspectives are reviewed because they help to identify the gap that this research intends to 
fill. The third includes the Q method process which is the design used in this research to 
examine victims' needs. 
A review of the psychological and emotional experiences of victims of crime is two-
fold. First, these experiences provide the reader with a better understanding of where 
victims' needs emanate. It is the diversity and different combinations of psychological and 
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emotional experiences that create various and different combinations of victims' needs. 
Second, these experiences may result from the criminal victimization or from the secondary 
victimization produced by the procedures and personnel in the systems that victims become 
involved with after the crime (Mawby & Gill, 1987). This first section of the literature 
review involves both the psychological and emotional experiences. It also includes 
information to demonstrate the current state of understanding and how these experiences are 
significant to the needs of victims. 
A review of the literature also needs to include an examination of how society has 
addressed and responded to victims' experiences and needs. This section of the review is 
also relevant for two reasons: First, society's response facilitates understanding of how 
people and systems have added to victims' negative experiences and how these people and 
systems may be the motive of these experiences. It is important to realize that the offender is 
not the only person who induces the psychological and emotional experiences in victims of 
crime. Second, the way in which society has addressed and responded to victims is evidence 
of the gap in services. The people and systems within society have continued the 
victimization of the victim and it is important to understand these dynamics. 
The third section of this literature review describes the Q methodology research 
design. Q methodology is comprised of nine sequential steps which range from selecting 
participants and statements to factor analyzing the data. The Q method process is described 
in detail by using an example of a Q method study. This section of the literature review will 
provide the reader with procedural information necessary to understand the application of Q 
methodology in this research. 
This research can provide information regarding the needs of victims, consequently 
filling a small part of the gap that currently exists. This is done by asking victims of violent 
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crime to provide their perspectives of their needs following victimization. Victims' needs do 
not exist in a vacuum, therefore it is necessary to consider the impact of psychological and 
emotional experiences and how society has addressed these experiences and subsequent needs. 
Incorporation of the societal aspect of this research is conducted by asking counsellors to 
provide their perspectives of victims' needs. Both perspectives will be acquired by means of 
the Q methodology process. This first section of the review will begin with an examination 
of the literature on experiences and then move into specific psychological and emotional 
experiences. 
Experiences of Victims of Crime 
In general, this research focused on examining the needs not only of victims of crime, 
but also, and more specifically, victims of violent crime. Yet, it was not enough to examine 
only needs. It was fundamental to acknowledge victims' experiences following violent crime 
to facilitate understanding the origins of these needs. It was necessary to rely on the 
victimology literature to depict some of the many types of experiences of victims. 
Peterson and Seligman (1983) found that "individual differences in response to 
victimization have not been the focus of much study, perhaps because the field of victim 
reactions has lacked an appropriate vocabulary with which to describe and conceive such 
differences" (p. 112). Because most professionals involved with the victim are interested 
purely in criminal justice cooperation, legal involvement, and financial compensation, the 
victim's psychological and emotional needs have neither been acknowledged nor treated. 
Kahn (1985) verified this when he stated that, "chapters and books on psychology and the 
law continue to appear in which the behaviors of the judge, jury, lawyers, and defendant are 
scrutinized, but those of the victim are ignored" (p. 97). 
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The literature recognizes that the experiences of crime for victims can differ in type, 
degree, and duration. Unfortunately the literature is not equally complete in all three areas. 
Greenberg and Ruback (1992) verified one strength as the ability to categorize experiences. 
They stated that, although the intensity of victims' immediate reactions may vary, victims 
commonly experienced anger, fear, shock, confusion, and depression. At the other extreme, 
Andrews ( 1992) reported the shortcomings of the field in that: 
Victimization inevitably leads to harm, although the nature, intensity, and duration of 
the harm vary according to personal and situational factors. Some survivors are 
crushed by the experience and develop lifelong problems, while others overcome the 
initial distress and adapt to the experience. (p. 62) 
Greenberg and Ruback, and Andrews demonstrated that there was a strong knowledge of 
after-effect types and a weak knowledge of duration and intensity of after-effects in the 
literature. This revealed either: (a) that the researchers in this field were too eager to provide 
a name to an experienced effect while neglecting degree and duration, or (b) that few 
researchers were willing to commit to researching diverse and challenging measures. In 
either instance, the literature was not thorough in reporting victims' experiences. 
In addition to the above, individual researchers tend to focus on a particular type of 
crime and consequently report the experiences found in victims specific to that crime. 
Andrews (1992) stated that few research reviews had integrated findings across many types of 
victimization. Most focused on specific victimization types. Lurigio (1987) added that: 
One notable gap in our knowledge about the effects of crime is an explicit 
documentation of its differential impact on victims of different categories of offenses, 
which lie between the extremes of obviously very serious (e.g., rape) and not-so-
serious crimes (e.g., petty theft). (p. 452) 
Through a review of the literature, this researcher has found consistent and similar 
experiences in victims of crime regardless of the type of crime under investigation. 
Friedman, Bischoff, Davis, and Person (1982) found that the most common problems from 
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which crime victims suffer were psychological problems that are similar to those found in 
post-traumatic stress disorder. These psychological problems include fear, anxiety, 
nervousness, self-blame, anger, shame, and insomnia. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) 
added that common psychological responses appeared across a wide variety of victims 
regardless of the type of crime. 
Analogous to the observation of Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983), this researcher has 
considered the importance of knowing how victims reacted in general, although this 
knowledge would not enable a general prediction of how an individual victim would react to 
a particular type of victimization. Individuality must be respected because people differ in 
terms of their psychological strength prior to the trauma, and in terms of the type of crime 
and the violence experienced during the victimization (Fattah, 1984, 1989). 
Although it was vital to recognize victims' experiences, that did not mean that one 
could assume the resulting needs. It appears that neither at present nor in the future, could 
there be the propensity to automatically know victims' needs based solely on victims' 
experiences. Maguire (1985) discussed this issue and asserted that: 
Yet while the data gathered provide a valuable knowledge base, there remains the 
obvious difficulty that conclusions about the nature and level of need are likely to 
derive substantially from a researcher's (or, subsequently program designer's) own 
perceptions of what various kinds of impact mean for victims: hence there is a danger 
of recommending solutions which do not coincide with victims' subjective 
understanding of the problems they face, leading ultimately to the provision of 
inappropriate kinds of service. (p. 542) 
This research respected victims by detailing the many experiences which could result 
following victimization as well as asking them what they felt they needed. This researcher 
feels it would have been disrespectful to victims of violent crime to discuss only their needs 
without considering the thoughts, feelings, and other experiences which may play a role in 
the presence of their diverse needs. The psychological responses of victims of crime seem to 
be categorized in a number of ways: helplessness and depression (Agnew, 1985; Janoff-
Bulman & Frieze, 1983; Lurigio, 1987; Peterson & Seligman, 1983); violation (Bard & 
Sangrey, 1980; Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983); vulnerability (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 
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1983; Lurigio, 1987; McCann et al., 1988); confusion (Bard & Sangrey, 1979, 1985; Janoff-
Bulman & Frieze, 1983); anxiety (Andrews, 1992; Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983; McCann 
et al., 1988); and post-traumatic stress disorder (American Psychiatric Association, 1994; 
Cook, Smith, & Harrell, 1987; Fattah, 1989). 
Psychological Responses of Victims of Crime 
The literature effectively describes crime, victims of crime, and the effects of 
victimization. Herrington (1985), in her research on victims, found that property damage and 
physical injury were readily apparent and easily understood consequences of violent crime. 
However, not as well understood are the psychological consequences experienced by victims 
and the best means of treating such injuries. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) also found 
that victims must deal with not only the physical injury, but also the tremendous 
psychological toll exacted by these extreme events. 
Helplessness and Depression 
The literature shows that a predominant effect that can arise from victimization was 
helplessness. Peterson and Seligman (1983) found that "the uncontrollability over the onset 
and termination of the victimizing events is one of the defining characteristics of victimization 
-- there is an obvious parallel between responses to victims and learned helplessness" (p. 
105). They found that the most common reactions of victimization were emotional numbness 
and maladaptive passivity. 
Lurigio (1987) also found that, "Crime victims, especially those who are severely 
traumatized by the episode or are victims of multiple incidents, may experience feelings of 
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helplessness and depression, which often translate into diminished self-efficacy" (p. 460). 
Agnew (1985) bridged helplessness and the feeling of blame when he stated that the external 
attribution of blame may create feelings of helplessness because individuals often have little 
control over the external environment. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) included anxiety 
with helplessness when they found that feelings of intense anxiety and helplessness 
accompanied the victim's lost sense of safety. 
Researchers in previous studies reported that people experienced depression following 
victimization. Peterson and Seligman (1983) indicated that depressive symptoms included 
such things as feelings of worthlessness, loss of ability to experience pleasure, suicide 
attempts, somatic complaints, dissociation, fears and phobias, decreased social activities, 
nightmares and insomnia, changes in eating habits, worsened interpersonal relationships, 
shock, disbelief, and dismay (p. 104). Depression was not dependent upon a specific type of 
crime. It could occur after any type of violation no matter how major or minor the crime. 
Violation 
Bard and Sangrey (1980) stated that "personal violation is personal; its emotional 
impact is very individual" (p. 35). Thus individuality needs to be recognized when 
discussing the experience of violation. Violation can be used as an umbrella term to describe 
the reactions of victims. Bard and Sangrey went on to explain that usually crime victims' 
entire structure of defences becomes weakened under the stress of violation, and this leaves 
them unusually vulnerable to the influence of others. They also added that victims responded 
to violation by becoming disorganized. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) added that human-
induced victimizations were particulary distressing, because the victim was no longer able to 
feel secure in the world of other people. 
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Vulnerability 
Lurigio (1987) stated that "vulnerability and fear are related but differentiable 
constructs. Vulnerability is the perception of one's likelihood or estimated probability of 
victimization, whereas fear is the affective component often attendant with the perception" (p. 
460). Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) found a strong association between vulnerability and 
fear. They stated that vulnerability frequently manifests itself through a preoccupation with 
the fear of recurrence. They elaborated by adding that the experience of victimization 
shatters the assumption of invulnerability; one is no longer able to say, "It can't happen to 
me." Like so many other experiences after victimization, this feeling of vulnerability can be 
associated with other feelings and reactions. McCann et al. (1988) reported that decreased 
self-esteem was another universal response to victimization and this response may be 
associated with the view of oneself as helpless and vulnerable. 
Confusion 
People who were victimized also reported feelings of confusion. Victimization simply 
did not make sense to the victim because it did not fit with the "social laws" held about the 
operation of the world (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983). The actual victimization often leaves 
people with a torrent of intense emotions, unfamiliar thoughts, a myriad of unanswered 
questions and involvement with an unfamiliar criminal justice system and law enforcement 
personnel. Bard and Sangrey (1985) found that: 
Intense stress often precipitates a crisis reaction in the victim. A sudden, arbitrary, 
unpredictable violation of self leaves victims feeling so shattered that they cannot 
continue to function; things fall apart, and victims are unable to pull themselves back 
together right away. (p. 28) 
This rush of new thoughts, emotions, and experiences has the potential to lead to a state of 
confusion. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) suggested that victims may feel a lack of 
29 
comprehension regarding the why's and wherefore's of the crime. Due to this new 
uncertainty, a state of confusion can pervade all areas of a victim's life for a long time. Bard 
and Sangrey (1979) explained that "victims experience a loss of equilibrium. The world is 
suddenly out of whack. Things no longer work the way they used to" (p. 3-4). This 
response can result from any aspect of the victimization experience and at any time. 
Anxiety 
Anxiety can be added to the list of feelings experienced by victims. Like anger, 
anxiety is sometimes affiliated with fear. Fear and anxiety are universal responses to actual 
or perceived threats of injury or harm. They are not time specific; therefore, they may be 
immediate responses or they may persist many months or even years after the trauma 
(McCann et al., 1988). This feeling can be the result of the actual victimization and/or a 
residual effect from the rush of numerous and unfamiliar thoughts and emotions. 
Anxiety may be present in victims for many reasons, these may include the 
victimization, involvement in the criminal justice system, and fear of repeated victimization 
or reprisal. Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) suggested that, for some victims, the anxiety 
associated with the new perception of vulnerability may be paralyzing. This feeling of 
anxiety may have serious implications because it can be one of the barriers to healthy 
recovery (Andrews, 1992). 
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
According to Cook et al. (1987) criminal victimization caused a generalized 
psychological reaction that differed in degree rather than type and was common to most 
victims regardless of the type of crime. Reactions to victimization range from relatively 
short-term discomfort to a disabling long-term post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). These 
psychological effects, which occur at different times, include but are not limited to fear, 
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anger, shock, anxiety, nausea, diarrhea, headaches, and insomnia. 
The more serious cases of psychological effects have received much attention in the 
literature. The interest in serious psychological effects has arisen because of the potential 
presence of PTSD in victims. Kilpatrick, Saunders, Veronen, Best, and Von (1987) noted 
that one fourth of all victims experience PTSD. The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 
Mental Disorders- Fourth Edition outlines the diagnostic criteria necessary to assess a person 
as having PTSD. The following criteria must be present: (a) exposure to a traumatic event 
that includes actual or threatened death, serious injury, or physical integrity, (b) responses 
that include feelings of intense fear, helplessness, or horror, (c) persistently re-experiences 
the traumatic event through recurrence of intrusive and distressing images, thoughts, 
perceptions, dreams, illusions, hallucinations, and flashback episodes, (d) memory 
impairment, diminished interests or participation, estrangement from others, restricted range 
of affect, a sense of a foreshortened future, and avoidance of trauma-related thoughts, 
feelings, conversations, activities, places, and people, (e) symptoms of increased arousal such 
as insomnia, irritability, anger, poor concentration, hyper-vigilance or exaggerated startle 
response, (0 symptoms persist for more than one month, and (g) the disturbance causes 
significant distress or impairment in work, social, and/or other areas of personal functioning 
(American Psychiatric Association, 1994, p. 427-429). 
Emotional Responses of Victims of Crime 
Another type of response found in victims I experiences following crime is the 
emotional response. Emotional responses focus on the feelings that may ensue after 
victimization. It is important to recognize the emotional responses following victimization 
because their intensity and severity can be a major factor in the victim Is ability to function 
and attempt to recover. Maguire (1985) recognized the importance and impact of emotions 
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when he found that, "it has been demonstrated, beyond much doubt, that the majority of 
victims of all kinds of crime experience problems of some kind, however major or minor, 
and however short-lived or long-lasting these may be. Even minor crime can have a severe 
emotional impact on victims" (p. 554). Emotional responses vary and are not dependent on a 
single factor. Emotions may be experienced in isolation or in conjunction with the already-
described psychological responses experienced by victims of crime. The emotional responses 
of victims of crime seem to be categorized in a number of ways: fear (Andrews, 1992; Bard 
& Sangrey, 1979, 1980; Elias, 1993; Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983; Krupnick, 1980); anger 
(Agnew, 1985; Bard & Sangrey, 1980; Greenberg & Ruback, 1992; McCann et al., 1988); 
shock and denial (Bard & Sangrey, 1980, 1985; Maguire, 1985; Symonds, 1975); and guilt 
and shame (Agnew, 1985; Bard & Sangrey, 1980; Krupnick, 1980; Miller & Porter, 1983). 
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Andrews (1992) found that, globally, one impact of victimization was the pervasive 
fear of crime. Having experienced a previous criminal episode, victims became increasingly 
aware of the presence of crime and the potential for further victimization. The behavioural 
reactions found in these victims included the development of safety strategies and the 
implementation of security measures. 
Fear is a simple umbrella term that can be used to generalize and simplify an 
emotional reaction following crime. It is necessary to temporarily suspend this umbrella term 
in order to investigate the severity of the reaction of fear and determine the many possible 
objects and situations at which this feeling can be directed. 
A major focus towards which fear can be directed is crime in general. This focus can 
become diversified because there are two different streams of people and they experience 
different kinds of fears. There are individuals who have never been victims; hence, they fear 
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crime in a general sense. Others have experienced victimization and thus, fear crime both 
because of past experiences as well as in the general sense. The fear of crime experienced by 
individuals who have previously been victims is the focus of this study. 
Fear of revictimization is related to a general fear of crime put it is specific and 
directly associated with the exact type of previous crime experienced by that person. An 
example of this occurs when victims of assault become fearful of dark places, strangers, 
going out at night, or being alone because they fear another assault. This fear of repetition 
includes recurrence of the stressful event as well as excessive thoughts about that event. This 
type of fear was reported to be especially prominent in victims whose assailants have not 
been apprehended (Krupnick, 1980). 
Victims fear can also be directly focused on the assailant. In violent crimes the victim 
usually knows the assailant. This knowledge can foster fear because the victim . may know the 
appearance, voice, physical size, personality, characteristics, and usual reactions of this 
individual, which can be intimidating and may instill fear in the victim. Another important 
factor in this fear is the proximity of the victim to the assailant. Proximity that includes the 
possibility of the victim being seen or found by the assailant can increase victims fear and 
prompt fearful thinking about the endless possibilities of what could happen in the event of an 
encounter. 
Similarly, Janoff-Bulman and Frieze (1983) stated that, "once victimized, it is 
relatively easy to see oneself in the role of victim once again; the experience is now 
'available' and one sees oneself as 'representative' of the subsample of people who are 
victimized" (p. 5). Bard and Sangrey (1980) added that victims often experience distinctive 
fears about specific details of the crime and have phobic reactions to particular places, times 
of the day, or kinds of people. 
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Although fear of crime has been a notable experience for crime victims, Elias (1993) 
stated that "greater victim participation in the criminal process has been assumed to offer 
psychological and other benefits, yet, it may do quite the contrary, producing instead 
increased conflict, stigma, dependency, frustration, and delayed healing" (p. 64). Regardless 
of the frequency and underlying motives of agencies, Bard and Sangrey' (1979) found that 
fear was one of the most difficult emotions with which victims must come to terms. 
Anger 
Closely related to fear is anger. Greenberg and Ruback (1992) found that anger and 
fear were common emotional responses to victimization and that these emotions were related 
to behaviour and coping. It Seems that a relationship between fear and anger existed because 
the focus of both feelings was directed at the same person or source. For instance, a victim 
may feel fearful of the assailant, but this same assailant may also be the person towards 
which the victim's anger is later directed. 
There are many factors toward which victims can direct their anger. This involves 
anger toward any figure felt to be responsible or associated with a crime, even if that person 
is only remotely involved. Objects of anger may include the crime, the law enforcement 
personnel, the criminal justice system, the characteristics of a victim, and unwanted feelings 
experienced after the victimization. McCann et al. (1988) found that a victim's anger 
typically involved the need to find someone to blame for the violation, or anger at fate, anger 
toward those who have been spared from suffering, and anger at the fact that the victim's 
deep seated and philosophical beliefs have been brought into question. The life view 
changes. 
Bard and Sangrey (1980) discovered that intense anger toward the criminal can exist. 
This feeling of anger can be difficult because victims usually have no realistic means to vent 
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their anger on the criminal. Agnew (1985) explained this anger when he stated that people 
regarded crime as harmful because it posed a threat to the moral order. A victim is caused to 
suffer and the offender achieves some gain. 
Situations, like the above, make victims angry and create a need for retaliation or 
revenge. It is, at times, difficult to separate the feelings of anger and revenge because it 
seems logical and rational that the desire for revenge, an occurrence which could alleviate 
some anger, could be part of the incredible anger that victims experience. Many researchers 
have noted a preoccupation with revenge among victims. This preoccupation often extends to 
the victim's fantasy life and dreams (Barkas, 1978; Burgess & Holmstrom, 1979). 
Shock and Denial 
Shock, which is characteristic in many reactions such as trauma, loss, and death, has 
been shown to be a response following victimization. Symonds (1975) discovered that the 
victim of a sudden, unexpected attack of violence may initially respond with shock, 
numbness, and disbelief, while fright and anger may follow. Shock, like other feelings 
resulting from crime, appeared in conjunction with various other responses of victimization. 
Evidence demonstrated that most crime victims experienced fear, anxiety, and shock reactions 
(Bard & Sangrey, 1985; Maguire, 1985). 
Denial is another possible emotional result of victimization. Denial is a way for the 
victim to cope through the use of a defense mechanism. There are two factors at which 
denial can be directed. The first is denial of the actual crime. The victim may go through a 
period of direct denial. Bard and Sangrey (1980) described this as feeling emotionally 
detached and unable to respond with feeling to anything. They saw this as an extension of 
the shock where there was a temporary suspension of emotional capability. This denial 
rejects the occurrence of the criminal episode. 
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The second factor that victims deny are the feelings following the victimization. 
Symonds (1975) became aware that the general reactions of victims were similar to the 
psychological response of individuals who experienced sudden and unexpected loss. . LQss of 
any kind produced a certain sequence of responses in all individuals. The first response was 
shock and denial, followed by fright, which was often accompanied by clinging behaviour. 
Bard and Sangrey (1980) also spoke of general reactions of denial. They found that 
denial was an essential part of the healing process because it allowed the victim to develop a 
gradual immunity to the onslaught of feelings that would be overwhelming if they had to be 
faced all at once. How this general feeling helps individual victims in each circumstance 
cannot be known for sure, but these researchers postulated that sometimes hyperactivity and 
emotional deadness work together in denial. 
Guilt and Shame 
Agnew (1985) wanted to ensure that attention was also paid to other emotional 
reactions to crime, such as guilt and shame. These emotions were present after victimization 
because many victims assumed responsibility for their victimization. Bard and Sangrey 
(1980) found that physical wounds could arouse shame and guilt when victims felt they 
should have been able to prevent the injury. It followed that these feelings could be apparent 
after certain crimes. For example, guilt and shame are said to be one of the most common 
psychological reactions to rape (Barkas, 1978; Burgess & Holmstrom, 1974; Katz & Mazur, 
1979; Notman & Nadelson, 1977; Symonds, 1975). 
Self-blame is a component of guilt. Two different perspectives seem to explain the 
role that self-blame plays in victims' feelings of guilt. In the first perspective, Agnew (1985) 
found that the tendency of family, friends, and others to blame the victim contributed to the 
prevalence of self-blame among victims. Miller and Porter (1983) took this idea one step 
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further and noted that self-blame simply reflected the victim's internalization of the negative 
reaction that society had towards victims. Krupnick (1980), described a second and different 
perspective; that is, some victims believed that they had somehow and in some way allowed 
their victimization to happen, out of their own stupidity or carelessness, and viewed 
themselves as foolish and irresponsible. It appears that the tendency for victims to blame 
themselves for the victimization may be a precursor or component of guilt. It seems that 
victims' self-blame may contribute to victims' guilt because of the difficulty in differentiating 
a true distinction between self-blame and guilt. 
The research literature which describes responses, contributes to an understanding of 
victims' many possible experiences. These psychological and emotional responses were listed 
and described because each one of them may or may not be experienced. There is no rule 
that states: a certain type of person plus a certain type of crime equals this group of 
responses. While the focus of this study is victims' needs, it must also recognize the types 
and degrees of psychological and emotional responses that are precursors to those needs. One 
of the most important precursors is society's responses to victims' experiences and needs. 
Society's Response to Victims' Experiences and Needs 
The previous section of this literature review outlined a multitude of psychological and 
emotional responses that victims may experience after a crime. Since the possible 
experiences of victims are many and victims are unique individuals, it is not possible to 
generalize the specific needs that exist for all victims. Since the needs of victims can not and 
should not be automatically interpreted, this literature review also examined how society has 
responded to victims. Specifically, has society conjectured about the needs of victims and 
implemented services to meet these supposed needs? 
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Sparks (1982) stated that the consequences of criminal victimization continued long 
after the incident, yet we have no real idea how long they lasted or even exactly what the 
consequences were. He continued and asked, "To what extent do people restructure their 
lives as a result of criminal victimization?" (p. 109). Society has somehow established 
services intended to meet generalized needs of victims, based on supposed understanding of 
the experience. This part of the literature review examines the level of society's 
understanding of crime victims. Serendipitously, the literature review discovered how society 
has assisted victims and if the services were meeting the needs of crime victims. This section 
of the literature review addresses and examines society's response to victims' experiences and 
resultant needs. 
When a criminal incident occurs there is a victim and an offender. If the victim 
decides to report the crime, then the criminal justice system becomes aware of the incident 
and involved in the case. This involvement of the criminal justice system does not appear to 
benefit victims because as Stuebing (1984) found crime victims typically suffered a double 
victimization: first by the offender and second by the criminal justice system. It is the law 
enforcement officers or police, from the criminal justice system, that first come into contact 
with victims. It has been found that the police were not always helpful to victims nor did 
they meet victims' needs. "Most victimizations did not end with the crime. Often crime 
victims were victimized again by the treatment and obstacles they faced after the crime, 
mostly at the hands of law-enforcement officials" (Elias, 1984, p. 103). It is understood that 
the police investigate a crime by asking questions of the victim, but Elias asserted that this 
questioning should be done without the "lack of consideration, belittling treatment, and other 
negative consequences of their [victims] involvement" (p. 104). Police do not appear to ask 
their questions gently or attempt to comfort the victim. Herrington (1985) reported that, 
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"Once victims survived the initial impact of a crime, they were drawn unwillingly into a 
system that chipped away at their confidence, their security, and their sense of worth. . . . 
They were subjected to repeated questioning, forced to relive the experience over and over" 
(p. 99). She also added that victims' first encounters with personne.l in the criminal justice 
system usually left them feeling worse rather than better because they were often treated with 
indifference, blame, and abuse. 
In some criminal cases the offender is caught, charged, and court proceedings occur. 
In this situation, the victim becomes involved with the legal personnel within the criminal 
justice system. This includes persons such as lawyers, judges, and court officials. It seems 
that the interaction between the victim and the legal personnel was a further distress for 
victims and their needs continued to be ignored. "Victim neglect was not simply a result of 
indifference, it was a logical extension of a legal system which defined crime as an offence 
against the state" (McShane & Williams, 1992, p. 260). It seems that victims were the focus 
of the criminal justice system, but only insofar as they could be useful in the legal 
proceedings. These authors also found that any personal services offered by legal 
professionals were heavily motivated toward securing the assistance of victims in the 
prosecution. This aspect of the criminal justice system does not seem to address victims' 
experiences or needs because it is unconcerned about victims' well-being. Chelimsky (1981) 
found that, "Criminal justice agencies, unfortunately, do not merely fail to focus on the real 
needs of victims. . . . victims have been shabbily treated, handled, in fact, in a manner 
markedly similar to offender handling" (p. 85). Instead, the legal personnel in the criminal 
justice system view victims as tools necessary to increase the chance of prosecution in court 
proceedings. 
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It seems evident from the literature that the criminal justice system was available to 
victims of crime in different forms, but the system's intentions were questionable. Criminal 
justice system services were provided to victims, but they were not offered with the intent to 
meet the needs of victims. Instead, they were offered to increase the probabilities of success 
in court. 
They [victims] are not unfeeling adjuncts to the process or pieces of evidence; they 
are real people, with real feelings, and real needs .... For the most part, the criminal 
justice system .. .is poorly equipped or conditioned to deal appropriately with these 
[victims] needs or to effectively observe the rights of victims. (Stuebing, 1984, p. xvi) 
Symonds (1975) stated that the criminal justice system seemed to lag behind in providing the 
genuine sympathy and empathy necessary when they interacted with victims. The criminal 
. justice system was established to assist victims of crime, yet it seems that the focal point was 
the conviction of the offender rather than help for the victim. 
The criminal justice system and its personnel fall under the auspices of government 
organizations. Thereby, government is involved not only in criminal and legal proceedings, 
but also in financial compensation to victims when it is deemed appropriate. Financial aid 
includes compensation to victims because of their physical injuries or material losses. Elias 
(1984) indicated that rhetoric often accompanied these compensation programs. He found 
evidence that, although they emphasized the plight of victims and how much had been done 
to help them, compensation programs were developed by politicians so that politicians could 
be viewed favourably. For this reason, only a small amount of money was made available to 
victims, consequently stringent guidelines had to be adhered to in order to receive this 
compensation. Elias also reported that only a small fraction of victims of violent crime 
applied for compensation, and most of them failed to receive anything (p. 105). A large 
number of victims were either unaware of this financial aid or they did not receive it because 
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the prerequisites were too restrictive. In either case, the needs of victims were neither 
acknowledged nor met. 
Another financial aspect also delivered by government organizations includes the 
decision to grant funding to different areas of society. It seems evident that government had 
not seen the need to fund services to assist victims of crime, since the government had 
preferred to invest most of their money in dealing with the criminals. Markesteyn (1992) 
stated that "millions were being spent to apprehend, prosecute, incarcerate, and rehabilitate 
offenders, yet the needs and wishes of victims went unheard" (p. 2). This situation was not 
hidden from the public, therefore victims were aware of governments' preferences when they 
granted funds. It was the victims that felt the effects because there was little or no funding to 
aid them with their experiences and needs. 
A funding shortfall is also found in services established to assist victims with their 
mental health needs. Specifically, the mental health professions have not been awarded 
government funding to provide service to a victim client-group. "The plight of the crime 
victim has long been neglected by the mental health and legal communities" (Frieze et al., 
1987, p. 299). Mental health professionals were also not awarded funding for specialized 
training to improve their ability to work with victims. Kahn (1985) stated that professionals 
· continued to lack training to work with victims and these professionals were more likely to 
provide their services to the criminal than to the victim. Young (1988) provided first-hand 
information from victims wherein: 
Victims talked of being ignored, isolated, and stigmatized. . . . They related stories of 
seeking professional help and finding therapists whose training and experience served 
only to confound their sense of cataclysm by suggesting it was not as significant as 
their premorbid psychological status. (p. 324) 
A lack of funding and the consequential lack of trained professionals created a situation where 
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victims were forced to either forgo these services or pay for professional services themselves. 
It was only in the last decade that the well being and needs of victims were 
acknowledged and minimal funding granted to provide assistance. The funding was 
insignificant and thus the majority of services have been provided by volunteer para-
professionals such as victim services workers. These victim services programs, most of 
which are police-based and supposedly exist to benefit and support the victim, have been 
described as "excellent for empirical insight into the utility of the victim for the criminal 
justice system ... and motivated toward securing the assistance of victims in the prosecution" 
(McShane & Williams, 1992, p. 264). Professionals who were available and specially 
trained to assist with mental health issues were not available. "It seemed sad but clear that 
most mental health professionals were unfamiliar with recent advances in victimology" 
(Siegel, 1983, p. 1268). It seems evident that the helping professions were not assisting 
victims when psychological and emotional needs were present. 
The absence of government funds for victims also impacts victim research. The way 
funds were granted meant that a large amount of research occurred to investigate the presence 
of crime and to profile offenders, but very little research has examined victims and their 
needs. This appears evident because data based on systematic research regarding victim 
issues and needs were minuscule and not readily available (Siegel, 1983; Waller, 1985). 
Fattah (1989) found: 
It hard to understand the reasons for this penury of studies examining and comparing 
the differential reactions of crime victims ... and the lack of research on the attitudinal 
and behavioral changes elicited by the victimization experience. (p. 43) 
Siegel (1983) also added that: 
The stress of victimization has simply not been studied epidemiologically, empirically, 
coherently, or systematically. As a result, little is known about the evaluation of the 
consequences of trauma-induced stress or about how best to treat the victim. (p. 1268) 
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The limited research funding received for victims seems to have gone toward aspects that 
were not victim-focused. These areas, as Sparks (1982) found, included compensation and/or 
restitution to victims, the part victims played in causing crime, and victimization surveys that 
examinedunreported criminal incidents. Hence, victims and their needs have not been 
reported nor supported through government funding for research. 
Siegel (1983) stated that "it is an inescapable fact that government, in its efforts to 
reduce crime, has done very little for the increasing number of victims" (p. 1269). The 
information necessary to measure the services, or lack thereof, to meet victims' needs must 
include many aspects. Two such aspects include: (1) the detrimental impact on victims when 
they become involved with the criminal justice system, and (2) the lack of funding that exists 
for victims' issues. A third aspect includes a review to examine how society has been 
unsuccessful in meeting victims' needs. This third aspect is described by the verbatim words 
of different authors. These citations are very powerful and paraphrasing would do them an 
injustice as they truly reflect the injustices to victims of crime. Siegel (1983) pointed out 
that: 
Whatever the model of victim response, the minimum services that should be rendered 
are often altogether absent -- that is, socially supportive crisis intervention services to 
minimize disorganization and allay fears. (p. 1271) 
This was further concluded by Markesteyn (1992) when he stated that: 
Although the physical, psychological and financial hardships that many victims of 
crime experience are often profound, they have not received commensurate support 
from health and social services. (p. 58) 
Young (1988), who has extensive experience working with victims of crime, has often 
written about victims' experiences and needs, and how neither have been recognized nor 
supported. She described that: 
They [victims] can accept the idea that the world has cruel people in it -- like the 
criminal who harmed them -- but they cannot understand, and will not accept, the 
unfairness and injustice they experienced from those they turned to for support and 
encouragement -- families, friends, the criminal justice system, therapists, and the 
like. (p. 328-329) 
Stuebing (1984) concluded from his research into victims' needs that: 
It was widely observed that there is both a general lack of knowledge of the specific 
needs of crime victims and a substantial lack of understanding of just what services 
are available at present and how these affect victims' needs. (p. 185-186) 
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These citations contained information from authors who have a great deal experience 
and knowledge in the area of victimology or the helping professions. It appears that 
Chelimsky (1981) was correct when she stated that the structuring of programs for victims 
has moved away from victims' real needs and onto the real needs of criminal justice agencies. 
The words of all these authors reflect the status of society's response to victims of crime and 
their needs. 
This section of the literature review focused on how society has addressed and 
responded to victims of violent crime. These responses were described because either 
individually or in combination, each response has had a negative impact on victims of crime. 
This negative impact can either add to the psychological and emotional experiences of victims 
or it can increase and intensify the already present experiences felt by victims. In either 
circumstance, society's attempt to address and respond to victims has been damaging (Salasin, 
1981). 
The first two sections of this literature review have described the many possible 
psychological and emotional experiences of victims and how society has responded or 
contributed to these experiences. It became evident that the gap which exists is society's 
inability to appropriately address, meet, or alleviate the needs of victims of crime. Instead, 
society's systems and their respective policies and personnel have been an added stressor for 
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victims since they have not met the needs of victims. An exploration of the many responses 
that victims may experience facilitated understanding both the effects of the victimization, and 
the effects of victims' interactions with society's systems which contain procedures, 
personnel, and intentions that are not necessarily a reflection of the victims' best interests. 
This research focuses on the best interests of victims and attempts to identify victims' needs. 
The needs of victims will be identified by using Q methodology. This methodology 
emphasizes and encourages participants to provide their subjective opinions regarding victims' 
needs. The Q method process is described in the next section of the literature review to 
facilitate understanding of the design and how subjectivity is assured. It becomes evident that 
Q methodology is optimum for identifying victims' needs as defined by victims. 
The Q Method Process 
An important aspect of this study is the method used to collect the data. The research 
literature is replete with studies that utilize surveys, questionnaires, standardized tests, and 
individual interviews. This study employs Q methodology, a research design that has been 
utilized infrequently in previous studies of victims (Maxwell, 1999; O'Dell, 1998). 
Q methodology incorporates both quantitative as well as qualitative designs, therefore, 
it is a functional and practical method to compare victims' perspectives of needs with 
counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs. This section of the literature review delineates 
the somewhat complex and intricate designs and procedures utilized in Q methodology. An 
understanding of the design and procedures of this methodology will facilitate understanding 
of the descriptive results and statistical analysis provided in subsequent chapters. 
Brown (1991) briefly described Q methodology as providing a foundation for the 
systematic study of subjectivity. Typically, participants are presented with a set of statements 
about a topic and are asked to rank-order them (usually from "agree" to "disagree"). The 
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statements are not facts, rather they are opinions. Participants rank the statements based on 
their own subjective point of view. The rankings are factor analyzed, and the resulting 
factors indicate divisions of attitudes. The focus of Q methodology is the nature of the 
segments of subjectivity (factors) and the extent to which they are similar or dissimilar. 
This methodology is most appropriate because, as Dryzek (1990) found, Q 
methodology is well placed to determine "desires, needs, sufferings, and discontent as 
actually felt by subjects. . . . Q seeks categories not in the instrument itself or in the theory of 
the analyst but in the subjects themselves" (p. 185). Q methodology represents a method that 
provides new information about people and their points of view on any construct. 
Standard Q Method Procedure 
Each participant's personal and subjective viewpoint, as well as the group of 
participants as a whole, is obtained using the ·standard procedures of Q methodology. There 
are essentially nine separate and distinct steps involved in this methodology (see Figure 2.1). 
These steps and a description of each step are provided. Summerville (1998) clearly 
delineated the Q methodology process, as a result, her outline and descriptors are followed. 
Brown (1991) conducted a Q method study for the purpose of explaining the procedures in 
this research design. His study is also described and articulated for educational purposes. 
II Step 1: Problem Selection 
1 
Step 2: Conceptualization- Q Samples and Their Structure 
Step 3: Respondent Selection - The Structure of P Sets 
I Step 4: Data Collection - Administration of Q Sorts 
II Step 5: Correlation 
1 
II Step 6: Factor Analysis 
1 
II Step 7: Factor Rotation 
1 
II Step 8: Factor Scores 
1 
II Step 9: Factor Interpretation 
Figure 2.1. Flow Chart to Depict the Q Methodology Process 
(Source: Summerville 1998, p. 96) 
Step 1. Problem Selection 
This step requires that the researcher decide on the single construct to be examined 
and investigated. Any issue, problem, situation, circumstance, or construct can be selected 
for investigation. The construct must be narrow enough to be focused. 
Step 2. Conceptualization: Q Samples and Their Structure 
This step encompasses the collection of statements and preparation of the Q sample. · 
A Q sample is the set of statements that participants rank order to produce a Q sort. A Q 









First, it is necessary for the researcher to construct a concourse. This is an extremely 
large number of statements related to the topic under investigation. This compilation of 
statements is collected from statements currently found in the literature or from actual 
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communications (i.e., interviews, group discussions, etc.). All statements must be relevant to 
the construct defined by the problem selection process. The relevant statements emerging 
from the literature or actual communications become the concourse. The concourse may 
contain hundreds of statements. It is the number of statements in the concourse which 
delineates the representativeness of the sample. 
Second, the researcher reduces the statements in the concourse to a manageable 
number, which is usually between 40 and 60. An examination of the concourse enables the 
researcher to pick out common themes and ideas in the statements. These themes and ideas 
are neither predetermined nor standardized, rather the researcher discovers these 
commonalities based on the content of each statement. Individual statements that have 
parallel content are grouped together to indicate a common theme or idea. Summerville 
(1998) explained that "the researcher does this by applying the principles of variance design 
(or statement structuring) in which the statement population is modeled or conceptualized 
theoretically in order to produce the entire concourse in miniature" (p. 97). This miniature 
concourse then becomes the Q sample. 
The researcher reduces the concourse to the Q sample in a strategic manner which is 
not easily described. Figure 2.2 provides a visual diagram to depict the process of 
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From the concourse, the researcher must index and extricate themes and ideas 
expressed in the statements. The initial and persistent strategy includes deciphering a general 
set of meaning categories that encompass all concourse statements. This fundamental level is 
the inception of a matrix in which the size is yet unknown. The first set of meaning 
categories is the first level or set of cells in the matrix. 
The process continues through further definition of supplementary categories. A 
further classification is required in which each of the statements can be defined by a possible 
second aspect that will create a new cell at a different level in the matrix. A statement at this 
level, can be defined by both the initial classification as well as the second classification. 
Thus, placement of a statement in one cell of the matrix can reflect both the first and second 
levels of classification. 
Table 2.1 provides an example of the possible levels of classification used in a Q 
sample that considers 'sports' as its construct. A statement such as 'Baseball requires nine 
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players' would be placed in the cell labelled "6" because the content of the statement includes 
only the type of sport (team). Another statement such as 'Walking is appropriate for an 
elderly person' would be placed in the cell labelled "8" because it requires two levels of 
classification (walking is an individual sport and it is slow-paced). 
Table 2.1 
Statement Structuring Matrix for 'Sports' Statements 
I 





Individual 7 8 
Type of Sport 5 
4 Team 9 10 
6 
It is possible for the researcher to continue deciphering more discriminatory levels of 
categorizations for all statements in the concourse. It is imperative that each statement be 
evaluated and placed in at least one cell of the finished matrix. The placement of each 
statement in a cell will be dependent upon the content of the statement and how many 
categories or levels are in the statement. It is acceptable for a cell in the matrix to contain no 
statements but all statements must be placed in a cell. 
The researcher continues to extricate themes until all the statements can be classified 
in a matrix defined by combinations or different levels of themes. The matrix can be of any 
size and is dependent upon the number of different levels and themes introduced. The final 
Q sample size is determined by random selection of a specific and consistent number of 
statements from each of the cells found in the matrix. Each Q sample statement is then 
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prepared for the Q sort by being assigned and identified with a random number and placed on 
separate cards to form a deck. 
Step 3. Re512ondent Selection: The Structure of P Sets 
This step requires the researcher to choose the participants or P set. Limitations on 
the minimum number or type of participants do not exist. The maximum number of 
participants is N-1, were N is the number of Q sample statements. 
Based on the number and types of participants used in Q methodology, it is evident 
that this research design differs from typical research in the natural sciences. One difference 
is the sample size. "Q-method is biased toward small person-samples and single case-studies" 
(McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 36). Brown (1980) provided the rationale for small P sets 
when he stated that, "all that is required are enough subjects to establish the existence of a 
factor for purposes of comparing one factor with another" (p. 192). Dryzek (1990) also 
added that: 
A picture or model of the concourse as a whole can be constructed by summarizing 
and comparing the Q sorts of the individuals involved in it. (No representative sample 
of individuals is required; just a single person from each relevant perspective is 
needed). (p. 177) 
The second difference is the type of participants. Brown (1980) explained that Q 
methodology desires individuals who are "theoretically relevant to the problem under 
consideration" (p. 192). Hence, participants who are familiar with. the issue or problem are 
appropriate. 
Since this methodology differs from the usual practice of involving large numbers of 
participants, it is important to describe how the results are useful. Specifically, how any 
findings, which are based on relatively small numbers of participants, can be generalized to 
address larger populations. Brown (1986) described that: 
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Q factors are already generalizations; being 'composites' of those persons significantly 
loaded on them; therefore, the composite constructed to represent factor A, for 
example, reveals in a general way how people of that type think. . . . What Q 
technique and its factors provide is a direct way to compare attitudes as attitudes, 
irrespective of the numbers of persons holding to each. (p. 66) 
Based on this premise, the act of adding more participants for the sake of statistics only fills 
up factor space and has very little impact on the scores (Brown, 1980). One need only 
research this method to find the multitude of authors and texts that defend the design as being 
generalizable, independent of the sample size (Brown, 1986, 1991; McKeown & Thomas, 
1988). 
Step 4. Data Collection: Administration of Q Sorts 
The researcher can administer or mail the Q sort to the participant. This procedure 
must be structured and consistent, therefore each participant is given an instruction sheet 
which delineates the procedure to be followed. The process requires the participant to read 
through all of the cards that are in the deck to get a feel for the types of statements and their 
contents. In preparation for filling a forced-distribution matrix (see Figure 2.3) the 
participant begins the task of separating statements by sorting the deck of statements into 
three piles consisting of: (a) those the participant finds agreeable, (b) those the participant 
finds disagreeable, and (c) the remainder. 
The participant is then requested to further sort the agreeable and disagreeable piles, 
in alternating fashion, by choosing three statements with which they most strongly agree and 
those which they strongly disagree. These statements are placed under the +5 and -5 
designations, respectively. Then, continuing in alternating fashion, choosing four statements 
with which they most strongly agree and disagree, and placing them under the +4 and -4 
designations, respectively. This process continues with the participant then choosing five 
statements to be placed under the + 3 and -3 columns, and so on. It is important to note that 
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the participant should feel less strongly about statements which are placed under designations 
with smaller signed numbers. 
When only a small number of cards are remaining in the agreeable and disagreeable 
piles, the participant must begin making subtle distinctions among the remaining neutral cards 
or statements. The participant places these remaining cards in the middle columns listed as 
-1, 0, and + 1. Upon completion of the Q sort, each cell in the forced distribution must 
contain only one statement. This placement is a reflection of both the participant's feeling 
about that particular statement and its relationship to all the other statements in the Q sort. 
When the ranking is complete, the participant is encouraged to think about the ranking of 
statements and change any that need to be changed. 
Figure 2.3 provides an example of a Q sort forced distribution. The scale in the 
distribution usually ranges from +5 (most like my point of view) to -5 (most unlike my point 
of view). The size of the scale and number of items placed under each scale value in a 
forced distribution is dependent upon the number of statements in the Q sample. 
Most unlike my Neutral/No 
point of view Salience 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 
item item item item item item 
item item item item item item 
item item item item item item 
item item item item item 
item item item item 
item item item 
item item 
item 
Figure 2.3. Example of a Forced Distribution 









Most like my 
point of view 
+2 +3 +4 +5 
item item item item 
item item item item 
item item item item 




Correlation, factor analysis, and factor scores are computed after the participants have 
completed the Q sorts. A specialized Q methodology computer program analyzes the Q sort 
data and provides results for interpretation. Subjectivity is maintained in aU three computed 
levels of analysis since each individual Q sort remains autonomous, while the entire collection 
of data is investigated for commonalities and distinctions. The analysis extricates only 
subjective information or implications that are already evident in the data. 
Step 5. Correlation 
Correlational analysis consists of analyzing the Q sorts as variables. This ensures that 
it is the participant that is correlated and not the traits or items. Correlation involves putting 
the Q sort statements into a tabular form, thus, permitting the mathematical calculations 
necessary to obtain correlations of participants. An example is the best means to describe the 
correlations and the subsequent steps. Brown's (1991) study is used to provide explanations 
and visual aids of the data analysis process. 
Figure 2.4 and Table 2.2 depict two Q sorts and the tabular form of these Q sorts, 
respectively, as proposed in Brown's (1991) study in The Qualitative Research for the Human 
Sciences. His study consisted of ten participants but only two of the ten Q sorts, and the 
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20 
Figure 2.4. Two Q Sorts by Participant One and Participant Two 
























Tabular Form of Participants' Q Sorts 























































































(Source: Brown 1991, p. 12) 
The table indicates each participant's statement ratings in their respective Q sorts. 
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Mathematical calculations begin by computing the difference (D) between participants' ratings 
for each statement. This difference is then squared. The second, third, fourth, and fifth 
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columns are individually totalled. These totals are located at the bottom of the table. The 
totals for columns P1 and P2 are not the arithmetic sum of the column numbers, rather, they 
are the sums of the square of each number. 
This tabular form of the Q sorts provides the data necessary to calculate the measure 
of correlation between participants with regard to the placement of each statement. In accord 
with standard correlation, a perfect correlation (r) is measured as ± 1.00. Correlations are 
calculated by applying the following formula: 
r = 1 - (Sum D2/Sum (P1)2 + Sum (P2)2) 
= 1 - (220/132) 
= -0.67 (Source: Brown 1991, p. 13) 
The above-noted correlation reflects a high negative correlation between participant one and 
participant two. This calculated correlation (-0.67) is indicative of a high level of 
disagreement. 
In Q methodology, specialized computer programs are used to calculate the correlation 
matrix that specifies the intercorrelations of participants. Table 2.3 provides an example of a 
computer-generated correlation matrix containing all ten participants from Brown's (1991) 
study and their respective Q sort data. It is evident that only a diagonal half of the matrix is 
used because the other diagonal half is duplicated information due to comparing each of the 
ten individuals with the nine other individuals along both axes. Along the diagonal from top 
left to bottom right, the number 1.00 appears in each cell to reflect the perfect correlation 
that results from each person having the same score computed as a correlation. 
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Table 2.3 
Correlation Matrix Produced by Q Methodology Computer Program 
Sort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 1.00 
2 0.17 1.00 
3 0.79 0.14 1.00 
4 0.76 -0.05 0.73 1.00 
5 -0.70 0.06 -0.70 -0.85 1.00 
6 0.86 0.12 0.70 0.80 -0.82 1.00 
7 0.48 0.74 0.27 0.23 -0.17 0.39 1.00 
8 0.85 0.20 0.82 0.82 -0.76 0.82 0.44 1.00 
9 -0.71 -0.08 -0.53 -0.77 0.73 -0.65 -0.48 -0.74 1.00 
10 -0.67 0.24 -0.56 -0.82 0.76 -0.65 -0.27 -0.67 0.85 1.00 
(Source: Brown 1991, p. 13) 
The researcher must calculate the standard error (SE) by using the following formula to 
determine which correlations in the table are significant. 
SE = 1/(v'N) = ll(v'20) = 11(4.47) = 0.22 (N = number of statements) 
(Source: Brown 1991, p.13) 
Brown (1991) indicated that standard practice requires correlations to be at least 2 to 
2.5 times the standard error (SE) to be classified as significant. The correlations that are 
greater than 0.44 (2 x 0.22) and 0.56 (2.5 x 0.22) (irrespective of sign) are significant. 
Unfortunately, Brown did not specify an alpha level. Brown (1991) also noted: 
Attention is usually on the factors to which the correlations lead: the correlation · 
matrix is simply a necessary way station and a condition through which the data must 
pass on the way to revealing their factor structure. (p.14) 
Step 6. Factor Analysis 
The objective of this factor analysis is to determine the Q sorts that are related to the 
same family. The goal is to find which Q sorts are highly correlated with one another (i.e., 
a family is identified), and those which are not correlated with others (i.e., not part of that 
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family) (Brown, 1991). McKeown and Thomas (1988) noted that factor analysis is 
fundamental to this methodology because it is the statistical means by which participants are 
grouped-- or, more accurately, group themselves-- through the process of Q sorting. 
Factor analysis is performed usirig the data in the previously described correlation 
matrix (Table 2.3). Brown (1991) explained that factor analysis: 
Determines how many basically different Q sorts are in evidence: Q sorts which are 
highly correlated with one another may be considered to have a family resemblance, 
those belonging to one family being highly correlated with one another but 
uncorrelated with members of other families. (p. 15) 
A second table, which reflects the extracted factors or families as Brown (1991) refers to 
them, can be produced. A table of this sort, which includes all ten participants, may look 
like the following: 
Table 2.4 
Tabular Form of Extracted Factors 
Extracted Factors 
Q SQrtS A B c D E 
1. Participant 1 92 08 07 05 11 
2. Participant 2 15 78 -14 34 -10 
3. Participant 3 78 04 31 20 01 
4. Participant 4 87 -31 05 11 -19 
5. Participant 5 -82 35 -10 -14 26 
6. Participant 6 89 -02 16 13 -01 
7. Participant 7 50 47 -66 46 20 
8. Participant · 8 94 07 09 03 -01 
9. Participant 9 -84 17 40 01 29 
10. Participant 10 -75 46 13 -03 03 
Note. Decimals to two places are omitted (0.92 changes to 92) but signs 
are maintained. 
(Source: Brown 1991, p. 15) 
This table demonstrates that factors are identified when evidence exists that at least 
one participant had a significant correlation score or factor loading. Each Q sort is associated 
with a factor for which the factor loading is significant. In this table, factor loadings in 
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excess of ±50 can be considered significant (Brown, 1991). 
Step 7. FactorRotation 
Factor rotation is implemented when the researcher has a reliable concept following 
close observation of the tabular data. This step consists of repositioning factors to discover 
and accentuate possible connections between participants' views as found in the Q sorts. 
Factors from the above table are visually represented in Figure 2.5. The spatial locations of 
factors are a function of the factor loadings. Spatial proximity is an indication of each 
participant's degree of conceptual similarity (Brown, 1991). The following figure provides a 
visual representation of factors A and B and the conjoint location of participants based on 
their factor loading for each factor. This figure depicts the information found in the second 
and third columns (extracted factors A and B) in Table 2.4. 
(A) 
4 6 8 1 
3 
9 5 
Figure 2.5. Visual Representation of Factors A and B 





The rotation of factors occurs when it is desirable to highlight a connection between 
participants. From the above figure, it appears that there may be a connection between 
participants two and seven (given their proximity). If the researcher rotates the factors 







Figure 2.6. Visual Representation of Rotated Factors A2 and B2 






The newly rotated factors reveal a convergence of participants two and seven on factor 
A2. It also reflects a stronger connection between participants 5 and 10 on factor B2. Note 
that rotation changes the factor A and B loadings for all the Q sorts, not just the Q sorts 
under investigation. This rotation generates a new table where rotated factors are now 
identified by the factor letter followed by the number '2' (i.e., factor A essentially means A1 
and indicates no rotation; while factor A2 means A1 plus one rotation administered). 
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Table 2.5 
Tabular Form of Rotated Factors 
Factors 
Q Sorts A2 B2 C D E 
1. Participant 1 39 -83 07 05 11 
2. Participant 2 79 13 -14 34 -10 
3. Participant 3 30 -72 31 20 01 
4. Participant 4 01 -92 05 11 -19 
5. Participant 5 05 89 -10 -14 26 
6. Participant 6 29 -84 16 13 -01 
7. Participant 7 62 -31 -66 46 20 
8. Participant 8 39 -86 09 03 -01 
9. Participant 9 -13 85 40 01 29 
10. Participant 10 18 86 13 -03 03 
(Source: Brown 1991, p. 16) 
Brown (1991) emphasized that "factors (rotated or not rotated) represent different 
perspectives or conceptualizations concerning the nature of Q methodology itself' (p. 16). 
· Since Q methodology does not devise its own form of rotation, it is necessary for the 
researcher to adhere to standardized principles of factor rotation. 
Step 8. Factor Scores 
In this level of analysis, each statement in the Q sample is scored in order to 
understand and interpret the meanings of factors. Summerville (1998) described that a factor 
score is the score for a statement, obtained by averaging the scores of that statement, based 
on all the Q sorts associated with the factor. McKeown and Thomas (1988) explained that: 
Factor scoring aids the task of understanding and interpreting the meanings of the 
factors in two ways: first, through the construction of a factor array (a composite Q-
sort, one for each factor), and second, through the determination of statements whose 
ranks in the arrays are statistically different for any pair of given factors. (p. 13) 
This process is done by investigation of the significance and position of scores in the rotated 
factors. 
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From the data provided, the interpretation of factor scores (not factor loadings) 
provides information delineating averages. Brown (1991) described this as "a kind of average 
of the scores given that statement by all of the Q sorts associated with the factor" (p. 19). 
Another table, which extracts pertinent data from Table 2.5, needs to be produced to reflect 
loadings. The significant and positively correlated participants in Factor B2 are identified and 
weights are calculated for each. 
Table 2.6 
Table of Loadings and Weights for Factor B2 

















(Source: Brown 1991, p. 19-20) 
The data in the loadings (t) column are essentially the same information from Table 2.5 with 
slight differences due to rounding and omission of signs. Weights (w) are calculated by using 
the following formula using Participant 1 as an example: 
w = f/(1 - f) - .82/(1 - .822) = 2.50 (Source: Brown 1991, p. 20) 
It is evident that participant four had the highest loading (0.93) and has been given the most 
weight ( 6. 88). 
At this point all statements in the Q sort are investigated. This is done by calculating 
weighted composites. For example, statement 11 was ranked by the above five participants 
as follows: +3, +2, +2, +3, +3, respectively. Each statement yields a total score 
when each ranking (i.e., +3, +2, etc.) is multiplied by the respective participant weight 
(i.e., 2.50, 1.50. etc.) and these calculations are summed. The score, dependent upon its 
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value and sign, provides evidence of salience with that factor. 
Step 9. Factor Interpretation 
Summerville (1998) explained that the interpretation of factors leads the researcher to 
an understanding of how each participant loaded on each factor. The researcher should see 
how people relate to each of the identities that have emerged through the factors. Factors are 
explained by the list of statements that define them. The investigator is then required to 
name each factor to categorize a particular identity (p. 101). This interpretation provides an 
understanding of each participant's subjective opinion. 
The measure obtained from each statement calculation determines that statement's 
placement in a Q sort where the respective factor is identified based on the individual Q sorts 








Figure 2. 7. Q Sort of Factor B2 
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In Figure 2.7, it is apparent that statements 11 and 13 had the highest weighted 
composites, statements 5 and 18 had the lowest weighted composites, statements 16, 19, and 
20 had the second highest weighted composites, and so forth. At this point, the researcher 
has discovered different factors based on 10 separate participants and perspectives. The 
researcher can now compare and contrast the distinctive factors or ways of thinking. Brown 
(1991) has noted: 
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Just as each Q sort portrays a version of the world "as I see it," so does each factor 
represent a version of the world that is commonly held and which speaks to us 
through the unison of the factor scores, and factor interpretations . .. cannot stray far 
from the factors of which they are interpretations if they aspire to descriptive accuracy 
(p. 23) 
McKeown and Thomas (1988) noted that, "In Q methodology the presence of several 
orthogonal (independent) factors is evidence of different points of view in the person sample" 
(p. 17). They also state that positive loading on a factor indicates an individual's shared 
subjectivity with others; and negative loadings are signs of rejection of the factor ' s 
perspective. Dryzek (1990) stated that Q methodology engages in intensive analysis of 
particular individuals or collectivities in order to capture the fullness of their subjectivity in 
the participants' own terms. 
Q Methodology in Victim Research 
Q methodology was chosen as the research design to provide an in-depth (qualitative) 
study of the needs of victims of violent crime and counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs 
as well as a thorough analysis (quantitative) of the data. Brown (1980) felt that subjective 
behaviour could not be precluded from measurement, hence Q methodology allowed people 
to express their subjectivity operantly in the manner of a Q sort and it must remain their 
viewpoint. In victim studies, Maguire (1985) found that: 
While the extent of emotional distress can never be measured precisely; there is now 
sufficient evidence at least to state with confidence (a) that it is by far the most 
important element to the victim in several particular categories of crime and (b) that 
quite serious psychological effects, and even (though more arguably) trauma, are 
experienced by large numbers of victims, even on the most conservative estimates. (p. 
549) 
This study focuses on profiling the needs of victims of violent crime. It is unique 
because of the types of crime under investigation. Victim studies typically focus on one 
crime (e.g., rape) or two crimes that differ in severity (e.g., rape versus break and enter) and 
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report only the physical, mental, and financial injuries. Lurigio (1987) epitomized this fact 
when he stated that: 
Past studies on the effects of crime have commonly drawn from the polarities of the 
victimization experience, and this has produced ostensibly conflictive results: Studies 
of rape victims suggest that the impact of crime is onerous, whereas studies of victims 
of attempted or less-serious crime suggest that the impact of crime is trivial. (p. 455) 
This researcher focused on a variety of violent crimes (10 in total) to profile the emotional, 
psychological, interpersonal, behavioural, and biological needs of victims. 
This study compares victims' perspectives of their needs with counsellors' perspectives 
of victims' needs. Q methodology was used to acquire and analyze data because it was not 
concerned with how many participants believe such-and-such, but with what and how they 
believe. McKeown and Thomas (1988) described Q methodology as a "systematic and 
rigorously quantitative means for examining human subjectivity" since it embraces operational 
principles and factor-analytical techniques (p. 7). 
There are four factors that make Q methodology very appropriate for this study. The 
first and most important advantage of Q methodology is its subjective nature. McKeown and 
Thomas (1988) described Q methodology as based on two premises: (a) that subjective points 
of view are communicable, and (b) they are always advanced from a position of self-
reference. This methodology emphasizes the ability of participants to provide their personal 
point of view on any important issue or situation. Brown (1980) also explained that Q 
methodology provided flexible procedures for the investigation of subjectivity within an 
operative framework. The opportunity for participants to use Q methodology to express their 
personal and subjective views of what was actually needed, versus what others perceive them 
to need, provides a means of safe expression and ventilation. 
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McKeown and Thomas (1988) stated that Q methodology ensures "that self-reference 
is preserved rather than compromised by or confused with an external frame of reference 
brought by an investigator in seeking to measure subjective phenomena" (p. 7). This is made 
possible because the statements found in the Q sample are constrained by the domain of 
subjectivity which interests this researcher. This allows the researcher to utilize self-reference 
as a means to objectively analyze and understand the subjective data provided by victims. 
Brown (1980) added that the thrust of Q methodology is not one of predicting what a 
person will say, but in getting him to say it in the first place in a Q sort. A Q sort represents 
an individual's personal communication and the principle exists in Q method that the analyst 
should not seek to inflict any other "supposedly more scientific or objective construction upon 
subjects" (Dryzek, 1990, p.176). Q methodology analysis precludes the possibility of biased, 
compromised, or judgemental interpretations of data. Retaining the subjectivity of participant 
data ensures that the analysis was systematic, logical, and objective. 
Q methodology appears to be a promising method of acquiring quantitative 
information about victims' needs. This methodology allows participants to speak, be heard, 
and receive validation and support. Brown (1980) favoured Q method because it facilitates 
the emergence of unanticipated behaviour, thereby encouraging the construction of new 
explanations and the growth of general theories. An examination of the understanding of 
victims' needs and counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs should prove to be valuable for 
both the participants and the researcher. It has previously been cited that past research tends 
to explore victims' needs, but these investigations exclude victims (Kahn, 1985; Stuebing, 
1984). Obtaining the subjective views of victims of violent crime creates a reduction in the 
gap found in previous research on victims' needs. 
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The second advantage found in the utilization of Q methodology is its compatibility 
with and appropriateness for analyzing human behaviour. Dryzek (1990) stated that "the 
hallmark of Q methodology is that it takes the subjective, self-referential opinions of 
respondents seriously in seeking to model the whole subject as he or she apprehends a 
particular situation" (p. 176). McKeown and Thomas (1988) indicated that small numbers of 
participants in this type of methodology are acceptable because the observational perspective 
is the respondent's own. Participants were assumed to possess well-organized and intelligible 
orientations that were illustrated in terms of their reactions to a set of statements. The 
smaller sample size made it possible to study each case in depth. Maguire (1985) noted that: 
A potentially much more effective instrument for the collection of accurate impact 
data is the smaller-scale, more specialized study, aimed usually at particular groups of 
victims who are interviewed in some depth about their experiences. (p. 542) 
Q methodology facilitates study in an area in which funding and resources were not plentiful. 
Q methodology unconditionally acknowledges the responses of participants. There is no 
measure of validity, correctness, or accuracy -- participants' responses are their own. 
Judgement does not encroach this research. The practice of obtaining research data in this 
manner differs from previous studies and thus reduces the gap in victim studies. 
The third component of Q methodology which is appropriate to this study is the Q 
sort. The Q sample or identities are subjective and prepared by the researcher from the 
perspective of the focus of the study. The process can be described as enabling the 
respondents to model their viewpoints on a matter of subjective importance through the 
operational medium of a Q sort. Brown (1980) stated that Q sorts "reflect a mind in 
operation; a person thinking, evaluating, and interpreting in relation to the array of stimuli 
brought to focus in the form of a Q sample" (p. 44). These advantages greatly reduce the 
risk of missing participants' meanings or confusing them with alternative meanings derived 
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from an external frame of reference. This ensured that participants' Q sorts reflected 
subjective opinions and these opinions could not be misconstrued to meet any vested interests. 
This aspect is different from previous research which provided data that met the personal 
agendas of people and systems. This research attempted to study victims with the recognition 
that they may have special problems and needs because of their status as a victim (Salasin, 
1981). The presentation of data as expressed by participants in this study provided another 
opportunity to narrow the gap found in victim studies regarding needs. 
A fourth component of Q methodology is the added subjectivity of participants to 
define terms rather than assuming or presuming definitions. McKeown and Thomas (1988) 
noted that no definition is assumed beforehand. Rather, it is inferred from the positioning of 
statements in the Q sort. Brown (1986) also stated that Q statements typically contain 
opinions rather than facts. The construction of one's statement arrangement is strictly a 
matter of personal opinion; for this reason, any Q sort is as valid as any other. This 
component can be regarded as a type of internal locus of control for each participant, which 
was a feature that concurred with the self-referent and subjective methodology underlying this 
type of analysis and measurement. Dryzek (1990) described Q methodology as egalitarian 
because it proceeds in terms of the language actually used by participants. It is most 
beneficial when its purpose and intention are made clear to participants. This research can be 
taken at face value. There was neither an hypothesis stated nor a conjecture of the results. 
There was no expectation of participants other than providing their opinions. Their opinions 
were based on their personal definitions of the statements and the placement of each statement 
became relevant on its own and in relation to all other statements dependent upon the 
participants' points of view. 
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Summary 
This literature review is comprised of three sections. The first section, victims' 
experiences, provided information to reflect the many possible psychological and emotional 
responses that victims may experience following the criminal incident. These responses were 
important to illustrate where specific needs come from and to show deference to victims and 
their difficult experiences, rather than just focusing on their needs. The second section, 
society's response to victims' experiences and needs, illustrated that a gap exists because 
victims' needs have not been appropriately addressed nor responded to. This situation exists 
because the policies, procedures, and personnel within the criminal justice, mental health, and 
pedagogical systems are not striving for the humanity of victims (Salasin, 1981). Instead, 
they hold vested interests and personal agendas that do not appear to benefit the victim. In 
fact, these systems' processes and personnel have added to and intensified victims' negative 
experiences. The third section, the Q method process, described the research design used in 
this study. Q methodology does not permit the continuance of these interests or agendas. It 
is concerned only with the subjective opinions of participants and quantitative results can only 
reflect these opinions as they have been stated. An example of a Q method study was 
included to delineate the steps and procedures of the Q method design. The appropriateness 
of Q methodology in victim studies was also rendered. This literature review is consistent 
with the information in the first chapter and it also illustrated the gap that exists in serving 
victims' needs. It also provided the knowledge necessary to understand how Q is applied to 
this research and why this method is appropriate to investigate subjective perspectives of 
victims' needs without personal agendas. The next chapter specifies the conditions and 
construct-specific procedures used as Q methodology is applied to this study. 
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CHAPTER III: METHOD 
This study utilized the processes of the Q methodology design that were described in 
the previous chapter. This design intended to explore and compare the viewpoints of victims 
of violent crime and counsellors. The topic under investigation was victims' needs, therefore 
victim-participants contributed information based on their perspectives that emerged from 
their experience as a victim, whereas counsellors provided information based on their 
perspectives of second hand reports of experiences and needs. Subjectivity guided this 
research, in terms of viewing participants' responses as personal and distinctive and therefore 
completely valid. 
In this chapter, the problem selection, conceptualization of the Q sample and 
participant recruitment and involvement are described in detail. The procedure in the 
administration of the Q sorts is also articulated. Finally, ethical considerations are discussed. 
Step 1: Problem Selection 
The primary objective of this study was to investigate the needs of victims of violent 
crime. This investigation focused on having persons who were known to have been victims 
of violent crime profile their needs that emanated from the crime. The secondary objective 
of this study was to compare the perspectives of victims of violent crime with the 
perspectives of counsellors who work with victims of violent crime. This objective required 
counsellors to provide their perspectives on victims' needs. Both victims and counsellors 
were included in the study. 
Step 2: Conceptualization - Q Sample and its Structure 
The statement concourse consisted of 176 sentences (see Appendix B, p. 184) which 
depicted victims' needs. All of the statements were selected from the victimology literature. 
A large number of articles, handbooks, and texts were employed to select a large 
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cross-section of statements that described what victims need following a criminal incident. 
The 15 sources of literature used to construct the concourse are listed in Appendix C (p.197). 
A wide range of sources were reviewed to ensure that the different perspectives of 
victims' needs were obtained from different agencies, associations, and disciplines. The 
sources included authors and editors from disciplines such as psychology, psychiatry, social 
work, sociology, criminology, and counselling. In addition, the perspectives of large 
associations and organizations such as the Canadian and American Departments of Justice, the 
American Psychological Association, the National Organization of Victim Assistance, and the 
Emergency Treatment Centre were incorporated. 
This breadth of authors, editors, disciplines, and agencies safeguarded against 
concourse statements that were prejudiced or controlled by personal or vested interests. This 
safeguard was further enforced when Brown (1986) noted that "the statements of a concourse, 
like particles in a liquid state, have no predetermined order or importance" (p. 73). A cross-
section of statements, found in the concourse and the subsequent randomly chosen Q sample, 
ensured that participants had the opportunity to ponder a vast range of statements that were 
representative of many aspects of victimization. 
The selection of statements from the victimology literature to construct the concourse 
was completed by the researcher. Statements selected for the concourse had to meet one 
criterion. Each statement was required to state, in clear, succinct, and definite terms, what 
the particular author or agency saw as an integral need of victims. This also included 
statements that stipulated the needs that were not being met. There were neither limitations 
nor prejudices knowingly imposed by the researcher when a victim's need was presented by 
authors and agencies and selected for the concourse. McKeown and Thomas (1988) 
described that the selection of statements is impacted only by the realm of subjectivity in 
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which the researcher is interested. This approach was consistent with the intent of the 
research: to ensure that restrictions were not imposed on the victimization experience nor the 
resultant needs. 
Variations were allowed and accepted when the terminology differed from that used in 
this research. For example, some of the literature preferred to use the term 'survivor' rather 
than 'victim.' The rationale provided for this preference was that 'victim' seemed to connote 
weakness, helplessness, and powerlessness; whereas 'survivor' seemed to indicate that the 
individual experienced traumatic negative events, was able to cope, and continued to work on 
recovering from the trauma (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983). For the sole purpose of 
consistency, the term 'victim' was used throughout this research. The terminology in this 
research was not intended to disrespect peoples' preferences or experiences. 
Statement structuring of the concourse was implemented once prominent themes and 
ideas from the collection of statements became evident to the researcher and her committee 
members. Brown (1991) explained that, "Q methodology .. .involves the artificial 
categorization of statements, but ultimately is replaced by categories that are operant, i.e., 
that represent functional as opposed to merely logical distinctions" (p. 4). It appeared that 
the concourse demonstrated victims' needs in the broad term of support. Two distinct aspects 
of support emerged: (1) types of support needed and (2) sources who provide the support. 
The first category, types of support, was concerned with the different needs of victims and· 
could be further divided into four sub-categories. Examples of concourse statements for each 
sub-category are provided: 
1. General: support that was not specific or support that was all encompassing 
(i.e., support which included all the other types defined). 
16. The victim needs to have some structure provided in a suddenly 
chaotic world, some help in restoring order. 
120. Often a survivor needs all these forms of help (i.e., emotional 
support, encouragement, advice, companionship, and tangible 
aid), but his or her helpseeking behavior is blocked. 
2. Emotional/Psychological: support that directly addressed the thoughts and 
feelings of the victim. 
115. Survivors may need help in gaining new awareness about what 
happened, even recounting or reenacting the event so that 
feelings can be mastered. 
117. Recognizing and accepting what is gone forever is essential for 
the survivor to feel connected with the past and ready to move 
into the future. 
3. Informational: support that included information (i.e., regarding the 
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investigation and/or criminal case), education (i.e., training people or strategies 
for prevention), and research (i.e., academic). 
130. A victim needs this missing information (i.e., what had actually 
taken place), but only in a context that he or she can 
acknowledge and accept. 
168. Most of all, victims want to prevent a recurrence of their 
victimization. 
62. More must be learned about the sources of victim distress and 
the victim's choice of coping response. 
4. Practical: support that included practical aspects (i.e., fix a door, 
transportation, etc.), financial aspects, and processes or procedural aspects 
(i.e., changes or actions in the legal, judicial, or health field). 
83. . .. victims of violent crime are often faced with early expenses in 
replacing spectacles, clothing, etc. 
84. Victims of violent crime have also been shown to need help with 
transportation if regular visits are required to doctors or 
hospitals. 
139. . .. set up a program not only to help witnesses but also to 
respond quickly to victims, sometimes at the scene of the crime, 
whether or not there would be an arrest and prosecution. 
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The second category, source of support, was concerned with the different individuals 
or entities who could provide the support. It was also arranged into four sub-categories. 
Examples of concourse statements for each sub-category are provided: 
1. No Source: no distinct person or group indicated or specified to provide the 
support (this sub-category is defined only by type of support). 
23. . .. who provides help is not as important as the fact that help is 
provided. 
40. It seems obvious, however, that greater attention should be paid 
to the victim. 
2. Self: the victim. 
13. If crime victims are to remain psychologically healthy and 
continue functioning in a relatively normal manner, they must 
convince themselves that the particular victimization they 
suffered was not harmful. 
42. One begins to get back on top of the situation through 
considering or taking precautions against crime, usually by 
restricting one's range of activities so as not to fall prey again. 
3. Others: this included support provided by family, friends, neighbours, 
acquaintances, service agencies, community, etc., professionals/crisis workers 
(i.e., those people trained to work with victims), and criminal justice personnel 
(i.e., lawyers, judges, police officers, corrections personnel, etc.). 
17. Minutes of skillful support by any sensitive person immediately 
after the crime can be worth more than hours of professional 
counselling later. 
21. It is clear that victims often turn to others for help in an effort to 
cope with the consequences of the experience. 
5. It is important that you (i.e., victim services personnel) reassure 
the person that what she or he is experiencing is perfectly 
normal. 
71. The mental health community should establish and maintain 
direct liaison with other victim service agencies. 
60. When the police are responsive to the victim's needs, the victim 
will often feel comforted and reassured. 
4. Global: support provided by attitudes and beliefs held by society or support 
that would come from changed attitudes and beliefs. 
36. There should be greater public awareness ofthe mental health 
needs of victims and the ways psychology and psychologists can 
help victims. 
63. The fight against crime and the effort to restore the lives of its 
victims requires the concerted, cooperative action of every 
segment of society. 
78. If not for compassion's sake, then for pragmatic reasons, it is 
vital that the innocent victims of crime be given the support they 
deserve as citizens of a nation promising justice for all. 
Based on these two categories and the four sub-categories in each, the matrix for the 
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statement structuring contains 16 cells. Table 3.1 illustrates this matrix and the 16 cells have 
been assigned numbers for clarity. 
Table 3.1 
Statement Structuring- Pattern Variance 
Type of Support 
General Emotional & Informa- Practical 
Psycho- tional 
logical 
None 1 2 3 4 
Source Self 5 6 7 8 
of 
Support Others 9 10 11 12 
Identified Global 13 14 15 16 
The above matrix was created out of the necessity to address two aspects: (1) what do 
victim's need? and (2) who should provide it? It was necessary to structure the matrix in this 
way because statements in the concourse consistently concentrated on either: (a) types of 
support needed by the victim, or (b) types of support needed and the person(s) designated to 
provide the support. It was necessary to create cells on the horizontal axis where types of 
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support in cells one to four could be indicated (because no source was designated) and a 
vertical axis to allow for the secondary classification of statements when they included both 
aspects of support (cells 5-16). 
This matrix accommodated all 176 statements of the concourse. The placement of 
statements into cells was not an easy task because no solid or truly objective rules exist. 
Rather, this task was based on the researcher's and her committee members' subjective ideas 
of best-fit. Brown (1986) sanctioned this procedure when he described that "statements ... 
are not regarded as having a priori meaning, or as being a valid measure of a characteristic or 
trait: Their placement in this or that cell of the design is provisional" (p. 59). The following 
matrix indicates the number of statements that were placed into each cell: 
Table 3.2 
Number of Statements in Each Cell of the Concourse Matrix 
Type of Support 
General Emotional & Informa- Practical 
Psycho- tional 
logical 
None 19 19 16 12 
statements statements statements statements 
Source Self 4 19 3 3 
of statements statements statements statements 
Support 
Others 22 40 21 10 Identified 
statements statements statements statements 
Global 3 1 1 1 
statements statement statement statement 
The exact placement of each statement within the concourse matrix is indicated in the column 
on the far left in the concourse statement chart (see Appendix B, p. 184). 
It is necessary to report the difficulty presented in the placement of particular 
statements. A number of single statements assimilated two types of support. When this 
occurred, it was not appropriate to separate these statements into two different sentences. 
Therefore a number of statements were placed into two different cells of the matrix. This 
occurred in statements when two types of support were indicated, whereas statements 
containing three types of support were placed in the 'general' column. This strategy was 
necessary to ensure accurate and comprehensive categorization of each statement to attain 
representativeness. 
Diverse means of collecting Q sample statements are offered in this methodology. 
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For this reason, it is important to define the two sampling distinctions incorporated in this 
research. First, the source of statements can be characterized as ready-made since the 
victimology literature was reviewed instead of accessing actual oral or written 
communications of respondents (i.e., victims and counsellors). Second, the design principle 
used in selecting concourse statements can be classified as unstructured because, as McKeown 
and Thomas (1988) described, "items presumed to be relevant to the topic at hand are chosen 
without undue effort to ensure coverage of all possible sub-issues" (p. 28). The conditions of 
selection in this research are consistent with Q methodology practice and have been declared 
to illustrate the procedures used. 
Once the concourse was classified and each statement categorized, it was necessary to 
construct the Q sample. Brown (1991) explained that "the main goal in selecting a Q sample 
is to provide a miniature which, in major respects, contains the comprehensiveness of the 
larger process [the concourse] being modeled" (p. 7). To maintain comprehensiveness and 
representativeness, the researcher strategically reduced the concourse by utilizing the 
following process. Brown (1986) stated that "the goal is to produce a set of 40 to 50 
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statements that is as comprehensive as possible so as to mirror the range of commentary 
being voiced in the public at large" (p. 260). The matrix in Table 3.2 contains 16 cells. A 
decision to choose three statements from each cell should provide a 48 statement Q sample. 
Unfortunately, cells 14, 15, and 16 only contained one statement each, consequently the total 
statements would have amounted to 42 instead of 48. With only one statement in these three 
cells, it was possible to increase the number of statements selected from each cell to four. 
This would create a Q sample containing 64 statements, but with a deficiency of at least four 
statements in cells 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, and 16, the resulting Q sample consisted of 51 statements 
(see Appendix D, p. 198). This researcher was faced with extracting four statements per 
cell. The number of statements in each cell ranged from 1 to 40. Representativeness was 
achieved by following Brown's (1980) suggestion: 
Given the relative homogeneity of all statements within a specific cell. . . the selection 
of those [statements] ... which are most different from one another within the same 
cell (heterogeneity) is apt to produce the kind of comprehensiveness that is desirable in 
the sample as a whole. (p. 189) 
This conceptualization was adhered to in this research and accordingly, this investigation 
meets Brown's (1980) expectations: 
By selecting the most unalike statements from those which are alike in kind serves to 
minimize the constraining effects of the design and tends to produce a sample of 
stimuli more nearly approximating the complexity of the phenomenon under 
investigation. (p. 189) 
This researcher, with the assistance of the committee members, followed the strategies 
outlined in Q methodology to produce the Q sample. None of the statements that were 
placed in more than one cell of the matrix were chosen for the Q sample. Brown (1986) 
pointed out that, "there is no standard Q sample for a concourse: Any suitably comprehensive 
sample is adequate for purposes of experimentation" (p. 73). With the assistance of the 
committee members, the process of Q method was adhered to for the production of a Q 
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sample that was competent in size, categorization, comprehensiveness, and representativeness. 
Step 3: Respondent Selection- The Structure of P Sets 
A total of 14 individuals participated in this research. To facilitate understanding, it is 
necessary to delineate the procedures and the conditions for selecting and recruiting 
participants. This overview provides a brief description of how this research involved both 
victims and counsellors. The complex and comprehensive detail of each interaction is 
discussed. 
The victim-participants were expected to meet the criterion of being a victim of a 
violent crime in order to be included. Violent crimes included: (a) causing bodily harm with 
intent- firearm, (b) causing bodily harm with intent- air gun or pistol, (c) criminal 
harassment, (d) uttering threats, (e) assault, (f) assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm, 
(g) aggravated assault, (h) sexual assault, (i) sexual assault with a weapon, or G) aggravated 
sexual assault (Martin's Criminal Code-- Police Edition, 1999). There was no requirement 
for the crimes to have been reported to the police. 
A minimum age requirement of 18 years was another criterion for subject 
involvement. The sample of victim-participants was classified as heterogenous based on the 
fact that, although they had similar experiences (victims of violent crime), their differences 
were more apparent (general life circumstances and personal characteristics). 
The recruitment of victim-participants involved posting information about this study in 
reception areas of local counselling offices. The first interaction with participants consisted 
of a telephone conversation initiated by them. Participants were invited to meet the 
researcher. In this meeting details of the study were provided and the participant was 
welcome to ask questions and voice concerns. During each meeting, potential participants 
were informed of the nature, intent, design, and method of the study through the information 
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provided in the two-page declaration of informed consent (see Appendix E, p. 202). When 
individuals agreed to participate, they were required to sign, date, and return the second page 
of the declaration of informed consent. Participants kept the first page of the declaration 
which contained research information and the researcher's telephone number. Declarations 
were required to be completed prior to continued involvement in the study. 
Each participant was asked to complete a 12-item questionnaire designed by the author 
in consultation with her thesis supervisor. The questionnaire was designed to ascertain three 
types of information: (a) demographics, (b) details of the crime, and (c) physical injuries 
resulting from the crime. The researcher provided participants with Appendix A (Criminal 
Code definitions, see p. 179) when uncertainty of crime classification occurred. The 
questionnaire provided an examination of the type of crime and level of physical injuries 
which may have impacted the degree of severity experienced by the participants in their 
psychological, emotional, interpersonal, behavioural, and biological responses. Appendix F 
(seep. 204) contains the questionnaire completed by the victim-participants. The 
questionnaire assumed that the answers would be based on the participants' personal 
experiences of victimization. The information provided in the questionnaire was used to 
describe the participants as a group (i.e., age, gender, etc.). 
The questionnaire also inquired about each individual's victimization history. This 
information was necessary for three reasons. First, the type of crime committed against the 
person would impact the research data. It seems reasonable that the impact of the crimes 
would differ in relation to the degree of violence they represented; for example, the impact of 
"aggravated sexual assault" was likely to be different than the impact of "causing bodily 
harm." Second, the number of times an individual had fallen victim to violent crime would 
effect the responses found in this research. It was reasonable to believe that multiple 
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victimizations would create much different experiences and needs than would one-time 
victimization. Third, different dynamics would be present when a person was victimized by 
a strangerand when the offender was an acquaintance, friend, or family member. It was 
assumed that victims who had pre-existing relationships with their offenders would respond 
differently than those victims who did not know their assailants prior to the violent crime. It 
was necessary to investigate the participant's victimization history to identify any situational 
differences that may have been relevant for this study. 
Counsellors were expected to have education, training, and experience counselling 
victims of violent crime. This requirement ensured they had been exposed to reports of the 
experiences of victims and had a broad understanding of victimization as experienced by 
others. It also insured that the counsellors had the ability to perceive what the victimization 
experience was like in all aspects, what needs emanated from this experience, and how it was 
different or similar for victims. Analogous to the other participants, the backgrounds, 
education, and life experiences of the counsellor-participants were varied and diverse. The 
counsellor-participants were considered homogenous in relation to their counsellor position 
and status, but heterogeneity was emphasized because of the other aspects in their life 
circumstances and backgrounds. 
The recruitment of counsellor-participants involved gathering a list of potential 
counsellors from community resource handbooks and the local telephone directory. The 
researcher personally solicited the involvement of local Prince George counsellors by 
telephone and individual meetings. All potential participants met with the researcher and 
were provided with a verbal overview of the study and informed of the tasks that were 
required. During this meeting, participants were informed of the nature, intent, design, and 
method of the study through the information provided in the two-page declaration of informed 
consent (see Appendix G, p. 206). Once the counsellors agreed to participate, they were 
required to sign and date the second page of the declaration of informed consent. 
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Participants kept the first page of the declaration which contained research information and 
the researcher's telephone number. This declaration differed from the declaration for victim-
participants, thus making it specific to the requirements of the counsellor-participants. 
Counsellors were required to sign the declaration prior to continued involvement. 
Each counsellor completed a short questionnaire designed by the author. This 
questionnaire was designed to ascertain three types of information: (a) demographics, (b) 
education, training, and credentials, and (c) extent and amount of counselling work done with 
victims of violent crime. The questionnaire also asked if the respondent had been a victim of 
violent crime (see Appendix H, p. 208). The questions presented to the counsellors assumed 
the answers would be based on their formal education and their experience of working with 
victims of violent crime. 
Both questionnaires consisted of short answer, sentence completion, and multiple 
choice questions. The short answer questions allowed the participants to provide both 
objective and subjective information, while the sentence completion and multiple choice 
questions provided the specific demographic data. It took each participant approximately 10 
minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
It was evident that two groups of participants (victims and counsellors) were integral 
for this research. Two sets of documents were developed to accommodate group differences 
and procure information that was unique to each group of participants. Victim-participants 
had varied backgrounds, education levels, and life experiences. Counsellor-participants had 
similar types and levels of education, attendant schooling, and work experience with victims 
of violent crime. Since two very different and separate groups of participants were involved, 
the next chapter discusses each group separately to report the distinct demographic 
information and to note the diversity of the two groups. 
Step 4: Data Collection- Administration of Instruments and Q sorts 
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Data were collected from 14 participants in this research. The researcher met with 12 
of the 14 participants (victims and counsellors) to facilitate data collection. One victim-
participant and one counsellor-participant completed the research tasks without the researcher 
present due to crowded schedules and lack of common time. Each meeting was anywhere 
from 30 minutes to 2 hours 40 minutes in length, depending on available time and the 
participant's level of difficulty in placing the statements. 
The location of each meeting varied. Each participant was asked to choose the 
location of the meeting as the researcher believed this would increase both the availability and 
comfort level for each individual. The meetings with victim-participants were held in 
locations that included their homes or place of employment. The counsellor-participants, on 
the other hand, mainly requested that the meetings occur in their place of employment as this 
facilitated availability and slightly increased the time available to complete the task. 
Each of the 12 meetings was attended by this researcher. She provided each 
participant with the declaration of informed consent and the questionnaire (specific to each 
group). Upon completion of the declaration and questionnaire, all participants (i.e., victims 
and counsellors) were asked to rank-order a set of statements. This task was identical for 
each group of participants. Each participant was given an instruction and recording form (see 
Appendix I, p. 210) along with the Q sample cards and a template of the distribution. The 
instruction and recording form contained step-by-step instructions and the form necessary to 
record the Q sort results. 
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The Q sample consisted of 51 statements. Each statement was typed on a label which 
was centered and affixed to a 3" x 5" card. The 51 cards were randomly numbered. This 
number was recorded on the bottom right-hand comer of the card. The statements used in 
the Q sample are identified in Appendix D (p. 198). The template provided each participant 
with the formation of the forced distribution by indicating each designation ( +5, +4, +3, 
and so on) and the number of cards required under each column (i.e., '3 cards' under +5, '4 
cards' under +4, '4 cards' under +3, and so on). The format was useful because each 
participant knew the location of each designation and its respective number of cards. The 
researcher remained present in the event that questions arose. Once the participant had 
completed the Q sort, both the participant and the researcher verified the recording form to 
ensure that it accurately reflected the placement of each statement in the forced distribution. 
The researcher took two precautions to ensure the safety and well-being of participants 
during and following their participation. The first precaution included debriefing that 
occurred after each meeting. The second precaution included referral for professional 
counselling in the event that discomfort was experienced. The researcher was prepared to 
provide each participant with a list of professional counsellors and their respective telephone 
numbers. If requested, the researcher would facilitate the referral by initiating contact with a 
counsellor and arranging an appointment. None of the participants requested the referral 
information or assistance when it was offered. 
Fourteen Q sorts were completed and used as data. The participants produced 
individual and unique distributions which reflected their subjective points of view for each 
statement. These distributions explained how much each participant agreed with each 
statement. The data produced from the distributions were used to generate quantitative 
results. The researcher was required to enter each participant's Q sort results into the PQ 
Method 2.0 computer program which was formatted so the configuration of the input data 
was identical to the participant's forced distribution. This specialized Q methodology 
program facilitated the analysis of the data. 
Ethical Considerations 
Prior to the commencement of recruitment of participants and data collection, the 
University of Northern British Columbia ethics committee was provided with a copy of the 
thesis proposal. Ethical approval was granted by the committee following a review of the 
thesis proposal. 
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The rights and privacy of research participants were assured by providing information 
on the nature, intent, design, · and method of the study in the declaration of informed consent. 
Participants were encouraged to ask questions or raise concerns, while strict confidentiality 
was ensured. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to their involvement 
in the research. Participation in this research was voluntary and participants were advised 
that they were free to withdraw at any time without penalty. All those who participated were 
provided with the two precautions previously listed (i.e., debriefing and the provision of 
counselling referral information). 
This document has been written to maintain the privacy and confidentiality of the 
participants. There are no names or identifying characteristics that would allow a person to 
distinguish individual participants. The declarations of consent, questionnaires, and recording 
forms were secured in a sealed envelope and placed in a locked filing cabinet in the thesis 
advisor's locked office. This data will remain there for a period of 5 years after which time 
all information will be destroyed. 
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Summary 
This chapter described how this research achieved and executed the first four steps of 
the Q method process. The problem selection and recruitment of participants emphasized the 
rationale and significance of this research provided in previous chapters. The 
conceptualization and administration of the Q sample was described explicitly and thoroughly 
so that procedural understanding was ensured. The steps and information provided in this 
chapter explain how the Q sort data were collected. This information is important because 
these data are the focus of analysis in the next fi_ve steps of the Q methodology process. The 
factor analysis and interpretation of the data are described in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
This section describes the participants and how the participants' Q sorts were analyzed 
to identify the factors which emerged. In the first step of the analysis, Q sorts were 
correlated to analyze them as variables and determine the levels of agreement among all 
participants. The second and third steps involved the analysis of factors and their rotation to 
determine the Q sorts on each factor. The final steps consisted of scoring and interpreting 
factors to discern the connotation of the factors and investigate how the Q sorts related to the 
identities that emerged in the factors. Each step was described in detail and the important 
results in each step were mentioned. 
Participants 
A total of 14 individuals participated in this research. All participants live in the city 
of Prince George located in the ·central interior of British Columbia. The population of 
Prince George was 75,150 in 1996 (Canadian Almanac & Directory, 1998). This group 
consisted of seven victims of violent crime and seven counsellors who work with victims of 
violent crime. 
As described earlier, two sets of documents were developed to accommodate group 
differences and to procure information that was unique to each group of participants. In this 
section, each group is discussed separately to report the demographic information and to note 
the diversity of the two groups. 
Who were the victims? 
Victim-participants were canvassed, through purposive sampling (Palys, 1992) from 
the population of citizens in the area. There were seven victims of violent crime who 
voluntarily agreed to participate in this study. The demographic information and the 
anonymous code (e.g., V1 indicates that this individual was a victim-participant and is 
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identified by the number one) for each participant are presented in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1 
Demographic Information for Victim-Participants 
Vl V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 
Sex F F F F F M M 
Age group 18-30 51-60 18-30 41-50 31-40 31-40 41-50 
No. times 10 40 3 7 4 1 2 
victimized 
Date of last 111196 3/19/86 5/?/89 Did not 3/?/93 9/9/90 7/20/97 
crime answer 
(m/d/y) 
Type of SA(I) CH,UT, A(II) UT, A(III) A(I) CH,UT, 
crime A(I&II), A(I&II), A(I&II), 
SA(I) SA(I) SA(I) 
Charges laid No Yes No No No No Yes 
Court action No Yes No No No No Yes 
Know the Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
accused 
Relationship Neither Genetic Genetic Genetic Genetic Marital Genetic 
with accused & & 
Marital Marital 
Physical Cuts to Broken Bruises, Broken None Bruised Bruised 
injuries head & nose cuts, hand listed lip and throat & 
internal and eye cuts 
injuries sprains 
Note. CH=criminal harassment; UT=uttering threats; A=assault; SA=sexual assault; 
!=level of common assault; II=assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm; and 
III=aggravated assault causing wounding, maiming, disfiguring, or endangering the life of 
the victim. 
The five female and two male victims in this sample were all between 18 and 60 years 
of age. There were two participants in the range of 18-30 years of age, two in the 31-40 
year range, two in the 41-50 year range, and one participant in the 51-60 range. 
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Six (85.6%) of these participants were classified as multiple victims (i.e., they had 
been a victim of a violent crime on more than one occasion). The number of times these six 
participants were victimized ranged from 2 to 40. The median was 5.5. 
These seven participants reported a total of 18 crimes committed against them. Three 
had been victims of threats that were uttered, two were victims of criminal harassment, four 
were level I assault victims, four were victims of level II assault, one was a level III assault 
victim, and four were sexual assault victims (level I). The number of 'type of crimes' 
reported exceeded the number of victim-participants because three victims listed that multiple 
crimes were committed against them during the most recent victimization. 
This group of victim-participants indicated that their victimizations had occurred 
within the last 6.5 months to 12 years 11 months (at the time of participation). Six victims 
recorded the date of the most recent (or only) victimization, three of which indicated the day 
was an approximation while one victim approximated the month. 
The offender was known, prior to the crime being committed, in 6 (85. 7%) of the 
cases. In three of these six cases, the victim had a family (i.e., genetic) relationship with the 
accused, while the other three had a marital (i.e., married or common-law) relationship with 
the accused. Considering the entire group of victims, in 2 (26.6%) of these cases, formal 
charges were laid against the accused and based on these charges, both victims reported that 
court proceedings followed these charges. 
The crimes committed against these victims resulted in physical injuries which 
included: (a) internal injuries, (b) cuts or lacerations to the head, throat, face, shoulders, 
back, and arms, (c) broken bones (nose and hand), (d) bruising (and swelling) to the face, 
head, throat, shoulders, knee, back, and arms, and (e) sprained ankles. 
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Who were the counsellors? 
Counsellor-participants were sampled, using non-probabilistic techniques (Palys, 
1992), from the population of counsellors in the area. The criterion for a counsellor-
participant to be included in this research was based on his or her professional experience 
working with victims of violent crime. A total of seven counsellors voluntarily agreed to 
participate in this research. The demographic information and the anonymous code (e.g., Cl 
indicates that this was a counsellor and is identified with a one) for each participant are 
presented in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2 
Demographic Information for Counsellor-Participants 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 
Sex F F F F F M M 
Age group 18-30 41-50 31-40 41-50 31-40 51-60 51-60 
Education B.A. B.A. M.Ed. Ph.D. B.A. M.Ed. Ph.D. 
Agency Gov't Not-for- Gov't Own Not-for- Own Private 
funded profit funded profit 
Title Co- Coun- Coun- Reg. Coun- Coun- Clinical 
ordinator sell or sell or Psychol sellor & sell or Psychol-
-ogist Co- ogist 
ordinator 
Counsellor 5 years 9 years 4 years 8 years 7 years 16 years 20+ 
Experience 7 mos 3 mos 5 mos years 
Experience 5 years 2 years 4 years 8 years 7 years 11 years 20+ 
counselling 7 mos 4 mos years 
victims 
Victims several 200 30 15 several several Unsure 
counselled hundred hundred hundred 
Hours/wk 8 10 2 2 35 3-5 .25 
counselling 
victims 
Victim No No Refused No Yes Yes Yes 
status 
Note: A Clinical Psychologist may be a Registered Psychologist. 
Counsellors in this sample were predominantly female (71.4%) while the minority 
(28.6%) were male. The age ranges of this sample of counsellors included 18-30 (n=1), 31-
40 (n=2), 41-50 (n=2), and 51-60 years of age (n=2). 
The education levels of the counsellor-participants were varied. The highest education 
levels that were reported by this group of counsellors consisted of two doctoral degrees (both 
in psychology), two master degrees (both in counselling), and three baccalaureate degrees 
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(sociology, communications, and criminology). At the time of meeting, two counsellors were 
studying to further their education. This additional education (not part of the highest degree 
obtained) consisted of Critical Incident Stress Debriefing (CISD), Reality Therapy 
certification, and certificate programs through the British Columbia Justice Institute arid the 
Institute for Advanced Study of Human Sexuality. 
Counsellor-participants were employed at various agencies and in various capacities at 
the time of interview. These counsellors worked at government-funded agencies (n=2), not-
for-profit agencies (n=2), while two worked at their own company/agency. One counsellor 
worked for a private agency. None of the counsellors worked for a government agency. The 
job titles of the counsellor-participants consisted of registered psychologists (n=2), 
counsellors or therapists (n=4), and coordinators (n=2). One of the participants worked as 
both a counsellor and coordinator, consequently the total number in job titles exceed the 
number of counsellor-participants by one. 
The length of time participants had worked as counsellors ranged from 4 years 5 
months to over 20 years. More specifically, the counsellors reported the time during which 
they had experience in counselling victims of violent crime. This experience ranged from 2 
years 4 months to over 20 years. 
The experience gained from counselling victims of violent crime was a result of 
working with many victims. The number of victims served by this group ranged anywhere 
from 15 per counsellor to several hundred. At the time of participation the counsellor-
participants were spending a range of 15 minutes to 35 hours per week counselling victims of 
violent crime with a mean time of 8. 75 hours per week. Of the seven counsellors involved in 
this research, three had previously been victims of violent crime and one participant abstained 
from answering this question. 
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Step 5: Correlation 
The 14 individual Q sorts were correlated to determine the degree of agreement 
between the variables. Computationally, correlation in Q methodology adheres to standard 
quantitative correlation procedures. Methodologically, it deviates since the participants are 
the variables. All analyses were conducted using the PQ Method 2.0 computer program 
(Schmolck, 1997). Table 4.3 depicts the correlation matrix generated by this program. This 
matrix contains all 14 participants and displays only those correlations that were significant 
between the Q sorts. Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) stated that correlations of .32 (r=.32) 
account for only 10% of the variance (r=.lO), consequently, it is acceptable for the choice 
of cutoff size to be .33. For this reason, the correlation matrix does not include 
nonsignificant correlations ( < .33). This structure facilitates easy identification of 
correlation clusters between the two types of participants. The 14 Q sorts were given 
anonymous identification numbers which are indicated along the axes. The identification 
number was generated by order and status (e.g., V1 indicates that this individual was a 
victim-participant and is identified by the number one and C2 indicates that this was a 
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A quick perusal of the matrix shows that Q sort Cl correlated highly with Q sorts V4, 
C2, C4, C5, and C7. A number of other Q sorts correlated highly with another Q sort on 
more than one occasion and these included V3, V4, V7, C2, C4, C5, C6, and C7. A 
majority of significant correlations were between counsellors' Q sorts. Six of the highly 
correlated Q sorts were between victims and counsellors. These correlations ranged from .51 
to .66 and included victims V3, V4 and V7 and counsellors Cl, C2, C4, C5, and C6. Q 
sorts V5 and V6 did not substantially correlate(> ± .50) with any other Q sorts. The 
number of positive correlations was substantial; specifically, 88 of the 91 correlations were 
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positive and only three were negative and these were non-significant. 
Correlation significance was determined at .361 (vc = 48 and a2 = .01) based on the 
critical values of r (Glass & Hopkins, 1996, p. 641). 
Step 6: Factor Analysis 
There are many strategies that can be used to factor analyze data. One strategy is the 
principal components (PC) analysis which extracts maximum variance from all the variables. 
Principal components analysis is said to produce components while factor analysis (FA), a 
second strategy, extracts only shared variance and produces factors. Tabachnick and Fidell 
(1996) deemed it acceptable to use the term 'factors' regardless of the type of analysis 
implemented. This research used PC analysis and maintained the term 'factor' throughout the 
discussion of the results. 
Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) described factor analytic procedures as statistical 
techniques used to determine "which variables in the set form coherent subsets that are 
relatively independent of one another" (p. 635). The participants who completed the Q sorts 
were the variables. Their response patterns were classified based on their similarity. These 
same authors described that the goal of factor analytic procedures is to "summarize patterns 
of correlations among observed variables" and to "reduce a large number of observed 
variables to a smaller number of factors" (p. 636). A principal components (PC) analysis 
was conducted because it described the data well by involving all information, including 
information unique to individual variables. Since the communalities (shared variances) were 
1.0, PC analysis was used because it produces results that are similar to other types of 
analysis. This type of analysis was appropriate based on the communality of variables. 
Principal components was also effective because this researcher wanted an empirical summary 
of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Similar Q sorts produce factors and those Q sorts 
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loading significantly on the same factor hold a more pronounced similarity. Eight extracted 
factors and their respective factor loadings were produced by the PC analysis. Eight factors 
are standard practice .for the PQ Method 2.0 program (Schmolck, 1997). A significant factor 
loading, produced by as little as one participant, indicated the existence of a factor. 
The eight factors were produced with two supplemental segments of information that 
were considered important. These two additional aspects were the eigenvalues (A) and the 
percentage of variance explained by the factors. The eigenvalue (A) is the sum of squared 
loadings for the factor and the percentage of total variance is indicative of the total variability 
for a factor (Brown, 1980). Table 4.4 reports these respective measures for each of the eight 
extracted factors. 
Table 4.4 
Eigenvalues and Percentages of Total Variance for Each Factor 
Factors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Eigenvalues 
5.5063 1.8982 1.3528 0.8584 0.8443 0.7340 0.6285 0.5738 
(A) 
Percentage 
of Total 39 14 10 6 6 5 4 4 
Variance 
The above table indicates that factors one, two, and three possessed the highest eigenvalues. 
In a PC extraction it is common practice for the remainder of the factor analytic procedures 
to include factors with eigenvalues (A) greater than one (Crocker & Algina, 1986; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 
A scree plot is another method used to aid in determining those factors which should 
be further analyzed. Figure 4.1 depicts a scree plot which visually portrays the eigenvalues 
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Figure 4.1. Scree Plot of Eigenvalues 
This scree plot illustrates that the first factor holds the highest eigenvalue and subsequent 
factors descend in order of magnitude of eigenvalue (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). This scree 
plot is helpful in evaluating the number of factors that should be included in further analysis. 
This evaluation can be done by visualizing two lines that comfortably fit the two groupings of 
eigenvalues. The different slopes of these lines create an intersection where divergence of 
factors becomes evident. ·These lines provide information to determine which factors should 
proceed through rotational analysis (those factors above the intersection) and those factors that 
do not (those factors below the intersection). Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) cautioned that 
"the scree test is not exact; it involves judgement of where the discontinuity in eigenvalues 
occurs and researchers are not perfectly reliable judges" (p. 673). Figure 4.1 illustrates that 
only the first three factors are necessary in further analysis of the data. 
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These same three factors also comprised the majority of total variance because they 
contained 63% of the total variability (i.e., 39, 14, and 10 respectively). Gorsuch (1983) 
described that "factor extraction is stopped after a large portion of the variance has been 
extracted and when the next factor would add only a very small percentage to the total 
variance extracted" (p. 165). He continued to add that the factoring process can be stopped 
when 75% of the variance is accounted for. This researcher extracted 63% of the total 
variability in the first three factors. The fourth factor was not included for three reasons. 
First, the fourth factor would have only increased the percentage of variability to 69% and 
this amount is still below 75%. Second, a rationale for not increasing the number of factors 
by one, and consequent variance by 6%, was because the fourth and subsequent factors had 
eigenvalues less than one. Third, the inclusion of the fourth factor was not reasonable 
because this would have constituted adding the fifth to eighth factors because the largest 
difference between eigenvalues was .11 and the difference between percentages of total 
variance only differed by one. These small differences would have made justification of a 
cutoff point difficult. For these three reasons, only the first three factors which account for 
63% of the variability are included in further analysis. This decision is in accordance with 
Gorsuch's (1983) view that, "if a new factor does not add very much to the information 
already extracted, it would not be worth extracting and interpreting" (p. 165). In this 
research the first three factors contained the majority of the data to explain the variables and 
became the focus in further analysis. 
Step 7: Factor Rotation 
Factor rotation improves the "interpretability and scientific utility of the solution" 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 666). This is done by redistributing the variance among 
factors with rotation. Rotation occurs when the researcher must explain possible factor 
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connections between variables that are not unequivocally evident from the originally extracted 
factors. Different degrees of correlation between factors determine the type of rotation 
required. Varimax was used to obtain the orthogonal rotation for these three factors. This 
type of rotation was effective because "orthogonal solutions offer ease of interpreting, 
describing, and reporting results" (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 666). These authors also 
noted that Varimax simplifies the factors by "maximizing the variance of the loadings within 
factors, across variables" (p. 666). This means that "loadings that are high after extraction 
become higher after rotation and loadings that are low become lower" (p. 666). Varimax 
makes interpretation of factors easier because correlation is obvious with maximum clarity on 
the factors. Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) caution that Varimax can "strain 'reality' unless 
the researcher is convinced that underlying processes are almost independent" (p. 666). 
Table 4.5 depicts the factor matrix produced by the Varimax rotation. 
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Table 4.5 
Rotated Factor Matrix and Significant Factor Loadings 







V7 42 51 
Cl 52 39 
C2 55 
C3 




Note. Decimals to two places were omitted (-.599 changed to -60) but signs were maintained; 
only significant factor loadings were shown. 
Discernible in Table 4.5, it was apparent that Q sorts V7, Cl, C4, C5, and C7 loaded 
highly on factor one; Q sorts V3, V7, C4, and C6 loaded highly on factor two; and Q sorts 
V4, V6, Cl, and C2 loaded highly on factor three. Q sorts Vl, V2, V5, and C3 did not 
load significantly on any factor. This matrix approximates simple structure because V7 and 
C4 loaded significantly on factors one and two and Cl loaded significantly on factors one and 
three. Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) found that "rows with more than one high correlation 
correspond to variables that are said to be complex because they reflect the influence of more 
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than one factor" (p. 675). 
Step 8: Factor Scores 
Factor scores are the result of regression-like calculations, necessary to determine the 
Q sort values for each statement in a factor (seep. 60). The factor score loading of each 
statement was used to calculate the weighted composite for each statement in a factor. An 
immoderate weight (positive or negative) led to a heavily weighted composite for a statement 
(positive or negative). The weighted composite for a statement was multiplied with the rank 
score for that statement. The multiplications for each statement within a factor were summed 
to provide Q sort values for each statement which were indicative of the prominence of that 
statement within the factor. Table 4. 7 (see Appendix K, p. 215), reflects the calculated Q 
sort values for each statement within the three different factors. Some statements contained 
extremely different Q sort values among factors. These included statement 29 which ranged 
from + 3 in factor one to -5 in factors two and three. Statement 24 measured -5 in factor 
two and +4 in factor three. Statement nine had values from -4 in factor two to +5 in factor 
three. Statements 13 and 15 ranged from -3 in factor one to +5 in factor three. 
There were some statements at the other extreme which reflected little variance. 
Statement 40 held Q rank values of -1, -1, and -2 in factors one to three respectively. 
Statement two ranged from + 1 in factors one and two to 0 in factor three. Statement 10 
ranked + 1 in factor one, + 2 in factor three, and + 3 in factor two. Statement 43 varied 
from -2 in factor two to 0 in factor three. 
Step 9: Factor Interpretation 
Interpretation of factors requires consideration of the factor loadings, normalized 
factor scores, and Q sort values. Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) described factor interpretation 
as an attempt to "understand the underlying dimension that unifies the group of variables 
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loading on it" (p. 677). This is the same situation in Q method except that interpretation is 
on the variables and their placement of particular statements. Each factor was identified with 
a title which was dependent upon the statements that defined the factor. Figures 4.2, 4.3, 
and 4.4 provide visual presentations of the Q sorts (factor arrays) for each factor. These 
figures are essentially the composites of individual Q sorts constituting each factor. They 
provided characterizations of the three factors that emerged following completion of the factor 
analysis of the 14 variables. 
-5 -4 :1 -2 -1 00 +1 +2 +3 +4 .±5. 
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Figure 4.2. Q Sort of Factor One 
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Figure 4.3. Q Sort of Factor Two 
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Figure 4.4. Q Sort of Factor Three 
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Summary 
This chapter described the participants who took part in this research. The 
demographic information of the victims and counsellors were outlined. These demographics 
provided the participants' personal, yet anonymous, information so readers can have some 
understanding of the persons behind the Q sorts. These Q sorts were analyzed to identify 
three factors which reflected the degree of similarity among particular participants. The 
numerical rigor (i.e., correlation, principal components analysis, Varimax rotation, and factor 
scoring) performed on the Q sorts provided purely numerical results. These numerical results 
are examined and interpreted in the next chapter. This examination focuses on interpreting 
the numbers to identify the distinct characteristics of the factors. 
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CHAPTER V: ANALYSIS 
This chapter examines the data that emerged from the factor analytic procedures. The 
factors and their meanings are discussed. This chapter has been divided into two parts: (1) 
factor emergence and evaluation, and (2) comparison of victims, counsellors, and factors. 
In the first section, the three factors that emerged from the factor analytic procedures 
are outlined and individually described. This includes a presentation of factor identification, 
significant loadings on factors, defining statements in factors, rationales for factor titles, and 
distinguishing statements in factors. All of this information emerged from factor analysis of 
the 14 variables that provided the data to develop the factors. 
In the second section, the victim Q sorts and counsellor Q sorts are individually factor 
analyzed. This produces two new sets of factors which represent the respective perspectives 
of victims and counsellors. The individual data are compared and contrasted with the data 
that emerged from the combined group results (described in the first section of this chapter). 
The levels of similarity and difference between the victims' results and the counsellors' 
results are discussed. 
It was necessary to refer to the factor matrix (Table 4.5), the normalized factor scores 
(Appendix J, p. 213), and the factor Q sort values for each statement (Appendix K, p. 215) 
to fully and accurately analyze the factors. Subsequently, the results of each factor are 
presented and discussed in relationship to other factors which Is consistent with the 
comparative nature of this research. 
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those that negatively defined the factor. Table 4.6 in Appendix J (p. 213) presents the 
normalized factor scores for each statement and one can note the highest factor score(s) for 
each statement (positive, negative, or both). 
Factor Array Statements 
The last aspect of factor determination and titling that requires discussion, before each 
factor is articulated in-depth, is the factor Q sort values for each statement. These values 
were reported in Table 4.7. The factor Q sort values for the three highest criteria (i.e., +5, 
+4, +3, -3, -4, and -5) in each factor are used to define and title the factors. The factor 
array statements with these highest values are featured to define the factors. 
Tables 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 are relevant in defining the factors and their respective 
characteristics. It is necessary to refer to these tables because the three factors and their 
respective identities emerged from these tabular data. These factors are discussed in the next 
section. 
The Factors Enumerated 
To facilitate understanding, each factor and its identifying title, and those statements 
which most strongly reflect the attributes of that factor are discussed. These factors emerged 
from the factor analysis of the 14 Q sorts, therefore the data reflected the perspectives of 
victims and counsellors as a combined group. The factors and their respective properties are 
discussed in the order in which they surfaced in the data analysis. The numeration and order 
of factors reflect an order of significance. 
Factor One: Reco2nition of Victimization 
Factor one seemed to reflect the need for victims to receive recognition that 
victimization had occurred (statement 42). This recognition seemed to warrant the 
designation of 'victim' and accordingly, entitled victims to the considerations that should 
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accompany the trauma and its effects (statements 41, 11, 33, and 34). This recognition 
should be provided by those people who interact with victims. It was suggested that 
recognition from others and designation of victim status facilitated support (statement 21). 
It seemed that victims needed people to be available for them (statements 48, 11, and 
47). They did not want to be judged, ignored (statement 32), nor told what to do to facilitate 
recovery (statements 51, 31, 13, 15, and 49). Victims seemed to need people for different 
reasons. This included the need for people to recognize and understand the psychological and 
emotional reactions of the victim (statements 33, 34, and 45) and the physical reactions 
(statements 37 and 18) that were a direct result of the victimization. There also seemed to be 
a desire for research which would facilitate understanding of the psychological effects 
experienced by victims (statement 14) with the intent to implement interventions (statement 
29). 
The defining statements for factor one are subsequently listed. They have been 
divided into two sections: (1) those "like my point of view" and, (2) those "unlike my point 
of view." These statements included the 5, 4, and 3 factor score designations in each 
division. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +5: 
Statement 32: [I]t is necessary to accept the victim's way of coping, never to blame him or 
her, and always to treat him or her seriously. 
Statement 41: Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in their own environment, 
while attempting to cope with the chaos that the crime has brought to their 
lives. 
Statement 48: [T]he victim needs to know that support [is] unconditionally available. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +4: 
Statement 11: [I]t is vital that the innocent victims of crime be given the support they deserve 
as citizens of a nation promising justice for all. 
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Statement 33: The [victim] must simultaneously gain physical, material, and psychosocial 
strengths while overcoming losses and stress, including new demands imposed 
by the recovery process. 
Statement 34: When the victimization has been sudden, the [victim's] initial task is to master 
the crisis of the impact, attain control of the immediate situation and manage 
intense emotions. 
Statement 42: It is clear that one must go beyond the material loss and physical injury 
experienced by the victim to understand why being a victim is so often 
traumatizing. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +3 (with a normalized factor score > + 1): 
Statement 14: [To help victims, it is necessary to] study the immediate and long-term 
psychological effects of criminal victimization. 
Statement 29: Important contributions can be made to services aimed at helping victims by 
building theories ... on the basis of experience and by designing, implementing, 
and ... evaluating interventions .... 
Statement 45: The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a number of distressing 
emotions including fear, anger, sadness, self-pity, and guilt. 
Unlike My Point of View: Factor Score -3 (with a normalized factor score > -1): 
Statement 13: [V]ictims can improve their outcomes by retrieving their stolen property or by 
obtaining compensation from a third party, such as, an insurance company. 
Statement 15: Victims heal faster when they observe the abuser receiving some punishment: 
there is a need to right the wrong that has been done to them. 
Statement 21: [W]ho provides help is not as important as the fact that help is provided. 
Unlike My Point of View: Factor Score -4: 
Statement 18: [Strengthening a victim's] own forces by doing something concrete and 
tangible (i.e., karate or other direct action) [will] reduce future vulnerability 
and thus fight fear. 
Statement 31: There was no [victim] who did nothing at all, hoping that time alone would do 
the healing. 
Statement 47: [V]ictims need to feel that the people around them are self-controlled and are 
capable of protecting them. 
Statement 51: [V]ictims of violent crime are often faced with early expenses in replacing 
spectacles, clothing, etc. 
Unlike My Point of View: Factor Score -5: 
Statement 19: Because reducing the amount of crime is a difficult task, alleviating the impact 
of crime among victims may be our best strategy for dealing with the crime 
problem. 
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Statement 37: [A victim] begins to get back on top of the situation through considering or 
taking precautions against crime, usually by restricting one's range of activities 
so as not to fall prey again. 
Statement 49: Successfully coping with victimization can serve as a growth-promoting 
experience for victims. 
It was interesting to note that victims clearly did not appear (-5 factor scores) to view 
victimization as a growth-promoting experience (statement 49) nor that alleviating crime's 
impact was the way to deal with crime (statement 19). These statements and their placement 
seemed to fit this factor well because the statements with negative factor scores ( > -3) 
appeared to focus on what actions and thought processes victims should implement rather than 
the actions and thoughts that others should take in recognizing the trauma and its impact 
(> +3). 
It was also interesting that statement eight, which described the need to reassure 
victims that they are "reacting normally to an abnormal situation," did not receive the status 
of a defining statement ( + 2). It seemed to recognize not only the trauma but it also focused 
on normalization of the reactions of victims. Statement two was also expected to receive a 
higher factor score because it seemed to address the theme in this factor. It may be that 
victims needed society's recognition but not with respect to fault, cause, or power. 
Factor Two: Victim Control of their Victimization 
Factor two was characterized by endeavours that victims could do by themselves and 
for themselves to acquire a sense of control which would facilitate coping. It appeared that 
this internalization of control encompassed a diverse range of possible coping strategies 
(statements 10 and 41). The factor seemed to address the psychological processes that 
victims could implement to help them regain control of their victimization (statements 34, 7, 
and 45). Another predominant process for victims was the physical actions they could take to 
help them obtain control of their victimization (statement 25). 
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This factor included persons that could help the victim regain control. In obtaining or 
regaining control of their victimization, victims seemed to need people. These people could 
listen while victims communicated their concerns (statement 23) or these people could just 
indicate that support is available when requested (statements 48 and 12). People are also 
utilized as a source of information (statements 24 and 39) but not with the idea that they 
directly aided the victim in coping or regaining control (statement 27). Victims seemed 
reluctant to look to others for change (statements 17, 44, 9, and 20) because in their eyes, 
aspirations did not facilitate victim control. The research component was also somewhat 
evident, but at different levels. One level focused on resources to help victims better 
understand themselves (statement 14) and the other level, to a lesser extent, was relevant to 
interventions which included the assistance of others (statements 38 and 29). 
The defining statements for factor two are subsequently listed. They have been 
divided into two sections: (1) those "like my point of view" and, (2) those "unlike my point 
of view." These statements included the 5, 4, and 3 factor score designations in each 
division. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +5: 
Statement 7: An examination of personal meanings [the victim attaches] to the event, 
relationships, and self images can lead to greater self-awareness and provide an 
opportunity for psychological growth. 
Statement 34: When the victimization has been sudden, the [victim's] initial task is to master 
the crisis of the impact, attain control of the immediate situation and manage 
intense emotions. 
Statement 45: The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a number of distressing 
emotions including fear, anger, sadness, self-pity, and guilt. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +4: 
Statement 23: [L]et victims tell their stories at their own pace .... 
Statement 25: The [victim] may need to flee to a safe place for protection. 
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Statement 41: Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in their own environment, 
while attempting to cope with the chaos that the crime has brought to their 
lives. 
Statement 48: [T]he victim needs to know that support [is] unconditionally available. 
Like My Point of View: Factor Score +3 (with a normalized factor score > + 1): 
Statement 10: Psychological changes, as well as the physical recovery, are part of the growth 
from victim status to survivor status. 
Statement 12: [O]ne of the necessary prerequisites for a fully effective victim assistance 
program is the existence of an outreach element, whereby victims are 
individually offered information about the kinds of services available and help 
in understanding the possible relevance of such services to their own situation. · 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -3 (with a normalized factor score > -1): 
Statement 17: Greater efforts should be undertaken for new federal and [provincial] 
legislation ... designed to increase victims' participation in the police 
investigation process, [prosecution] decision making, bail hearings, the trial 
process, sentencing, and parole hearings. 
Statement 39: A victim needs ... information [about what had actually taken place], but only in 
a context that he or she can acknowledge and accept. 
Statement 44: [To help victims, it is necessary to] set up a program to help witnesses ... [and] 
· also to respond quickly to victims, sometimes at the scene of the crime, 
whether or not there would be an arrest and prosecution. 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -4: 
Statement 9: [T]he system's resources are almost entirely devoted to the criminal and little 
remains for those who have sustained harm at the criminal's hands. 
Statement 14: [To help victims, it is necessary to] study the immediate and long-term 
psychological effects of criminal victimization. 
Statement 20: Eventually we will have a diagnosis of victim stress disorder based on clinical 
evidence and treatment [patterns]. 
Statement 38: [R]esearchers need to develop more sophisticated methods of assessing the 
seriousness [of victimization effects] and of determining what levels of support 
are most appropriate. 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -5: 
Statement 24: The kind of information victims most want from the police is information on 
further procedures [in the criminal justice system]. 
Statement 27: [V]ictims often seek help from the police in coping with their victimization. 
Statement 29: Important contributions can be made to services aimed at helping victims by 
building theories ... on the basis of experience and by designing, implementing, 
and ... evaluating interventions .... 
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It seemed evident that this factor included, but did not emphasize, research because 
statements 29, 20, 14, and 38, received scores of -5, -4, -4, and -4, respectively. This was 
reinforced by the placement of statements 28 and 46 under negative designations (-3 and -2 
respectively). Hence, research and resulting change may have had relevance but may have 
seemed so far removed from the victim that they distinguished few if any aspects of personal 
control. It also appeared that criminal justice system personnel (statements 27, 24, and 17) 
were not a group prominent to victims in helping them regain control. Those things which 
facilitated coping and recovery seemed to appeal to victims, rather than things which 
prevented further victimization. This seemed evident in the placement of statements 18 and 
36 at +2. 
Factor Three: Retribution 
Factor three seemed to be depicted by the need for retribution on an individual level, 
a judicial level, and a societal level. The individual level included those actions performed 
by the victim which could provide a sense of retribution (statement 13), more information on 
criminal procedures (statement 24 and 17), and safety (statements 25, 31, 37, and 47). The 
criminal justice level could convey retribution in two ways. First, there was a need for 
justice to be served (statements 15 and 11), and second, the need for criminal justice 
personnel to be respectful when interacting with victims (statements 6, 50, and 27). 
Like the other two factors, there was an inclusion of desired changes implicated by 
research. This factor specified retribution as the focus of reform necessary in the criminal 
justice system (statement 46); and resources for victims instead of for criminals (statement 
nine). The societal level did not encompass those individuals who implemented retribution, 
rather those people who aided victims during the retribution process. This included 
purposeful and directed aid (statements 5, 3, 20, and 19) and awareness and support 
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(statements 1, 30, 29, and 28). 
The defining statements for factor three are subsequently listed. They have been 
divided into two sections: (1) those "like my point of view" and, (2) those "unlike my point 
of view." These statements included the 5, 4, and 3 factor score designations in each 
division. 
Like my point of view: Factor Score +5: 
Statement 9: [T]he system's resources are almost entirely devoted to the criminal, and little 
remains for those who have sustained harm at the criminal's hands. 
Statement 13: [V]ictims can improve their outcomes by retrieving their stolen property or by 
obtaining compensation from a third party, such as, an insurance company. 
Statement 15: Victims heal faster when they observe the abuser receiving some punishment: 
there is a need to right the wrong that has been done to them. 
Like my point of view: Factor Score +4: 
Statement 6: When the police are responsive to the victim's needs, the victim will often feel 
comforted and reassured. 
Statement 11: [I]t is vital that the innocent victims of crime be given the support they deserve 
as citizens of a nation promising justice for all. 
Statement 24: The kind of information victims most want from the police is information on 
further procedures [in the criminal justice system]. 
Statement 50: [Victims] need courtesy and respect to help them maintain their dignity in the 
help-seeking process. 
Like my point of view: Factor Score + 3 (with a normalized factor score > + 1): 
Statement 17: Greater efforts should be undertaken for new federal and [provincial] 
legislation ... designed to increase victims' participation in the police 
investigation process, [prosecution] decision making, bail hearings, the trial 
process, sentencing, and parole hearings. · 
Statement 31: There was no [victim] who did nothing at all, hoping that time alone would do 
the healing. 
Statement 46: Continued evaluation research on [processes that directly involve the victim] 
within the criminal justice system should be encouraged. 
Statement 25: The [victim] may need to flee to a safe place for protection. 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -3 (with a normalized factor score > -1): 
Statement 1: A public awareness campaign on the mental health needs of victims should be 
instituted. 
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Statement 3: One of the most important goals of the victims movement is better coordination 
between the mental health community and the criminal justice system. 
Statement 5: [It is necessary to] help victims cope with the effects of crime by providing 
counselling and contacts with social agencies. 
Statement 30: There should be greater public awareness of the mental health needs of victims 
and the ways [professionals] can help victims. 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -4: 
Statement 20: Eventually we will have a diagnosis of victim stress disorder based on clinical 
evidence and treatment [patterns]. 
Statement 28: Greater federal funding should be encouraged for research on societal reactions 
to victimization. 
Statement 37: [A victim] begins to get back on top of the situation through considering or 
taking precautions against crime, usually by restricting one's range of activities 
so as not to fall prey again. 
Statement 47: [V]ictims need to feel that the people around them are self-controlled and are 
capable of protecting them. 
Unlike my point of view: Factor Score -5: 
Statement 19: Because reducing the amount of crime is a difficult task, alleviating the impact 
of crime among victims may be our best strategy for dealing with the crime 
problem. 
Statement 27: [V]ictims often seek help from the police in coping with their victimization. 
Statement 29: Important contributions can be made to services aimed at helping victims by 
building theories ... on the basis of experience and by designing, implementing, 
and ... evaluating interventions .... 
Some statements appeared to be somewhat removed from punishment but retained 
focus by including those individuals necessary in the retribution processes. These statements 
included appropriate responses from police (statements 24 and 6), societal support for judicial 
procedures (statement 11), and government involvement (statement 17). This regression from 
punishment carried over into those statements on the "unlike my point of view" side. It did 
not seem appropriate to put aside retribution and deal with crime by only alleviating the 
impact on victims (statement 19). Nor was it enough to research retribution or its processes 
(statement 29). Statement 51 received a rank score of 0 which was interesting because it 
addressed financial reimbursement. It may have been neutral because it was not a financial . 
award received from the justice system or the offender, therefore retribution may have not 
been seen as the true issue of the statement. 
Distinguishin2 Statements 
Distinguishing statements are defined as statements whose ranks in the arrays are 
statistically different for any given pair of factors. These statements result from the 
calculation of factor scores. Distinguishing statements provide evidence of difference 
between factors, whereas defining statements provide evidence of salience with a factor. 
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Factor one, recognition of victimization, had eleven distinguishing statements. Six of 
these statements were at the p < .01 level (14, 29, 31, 51, 18, and 49) and the other five 
were at the p < .05 level (statements 32, 44, 38, 28, and 15). The distinguishing statements 
and their respective ranks and scores for each factor can be viewed in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2 
Distinguishing Statements for Factor One - Recognition of Victimization 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
32 5 1.59 0 .25 1 .35 
14 3 1.20* -4 -1.23 -1 -.35 
29 3 1.04* -5 -1.94 -5 -1.76 
44 2 .98 -3 -1.00 -1 -.35 
38 2 .60 -4 -1.16 -2 -.71 
28 0 .06 -3 -.91 -4 -1.41 
15 -3 -1.21 0 .00 5 1.76 
31 -4 -1.35* 1 .39 3 1.06 
51 -4 -1.49* 0 .00 0 .00 
18 -4 -1.51 * 3 .84 1 .35 
49 -5 -1.73* 2 .77 1 .35 
Note. (p < .05; Asterisk (*) indicates significance at p < .01) 
These statements were connected to the supportive actions that should render 
validation to victim's trauma and its impact. Statement 32 received a rank score of +5 while 
it received a rank score of 0 in factor two and + 1 in factor three. The participants in this 
factor appeared to strongly favour acceptance, vindication, and respect by others as a means 
to achieve recognition. Participants from other factors were fairly neutral towards this 
statement. 
Statement 14 received a rank score of + 3 while it received a rank score of -4 in 
factor two and -1 in factor three. It seemed that participants in other factors rejected the need 
for research in the psychological effects of victims, while those in factor one agreed with the 
need for these types of studies. 
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Statement 29 received a rank score of + 3 while it received rank scores of -5 in factors 
two and three. Participants in factor one favoured the need for services "aimed at helping 
victims." This need was not favoured by those participants in the other factors. It was only 
in factor one that participants seemed to strongly agree with the need for services for victims, 
while others strongly opposed. 
Statement 44 received a rank score of + 2 while it received a rank score of -3 in 
factor two and -1 in factor three. It seemed that participants in factor two rejected the need 
for criminal-justice-system-based programs for victims, while those in factor one agreed 
somewhat. It appeared to be an ordinary statement for factor three participants. 
Statement 38 received rank scores of +2 in factor one, -4 in factor two, and -2 in 
factor three. Participants in factor two appeared to disagree with research for assessing 
effects and support, whereas those in other factors were somewhat neutral towards this 
statement. 
Statement 28 received a rank score of 0 while it received rank scores of -3 and -4 in 
factors two and three respectively. Participants in factor one appeared impartial toward 
funding for added research. Participants in the other factors seemed to disagree that funding 
should be invested into research. 
Statement 15 received a rank score -3 while it received a rank score of 0 in factor two 
and +5 in factor three. Factor one participants appeared to disagree with the need for 
offender punishment as a means of recognition, while those participants in factor two were 
neutral about the issue. This statement appeared to be strongly favoured by the participants 
in factor three. 
Statement 31 received a rank score of -4 while it received a rank score of + 1 and + 3 
in factors two and three, respectively. It appeared that factor one participants disagreed that 
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victims "do nothing at all" and expect time alone to heal them. Participants in factors two 
and three appeared to moderately agree. 
Statement 51 received a rank score of -4 while it received a rank score of 0 in factors 
two and three. Factor one participants did not seem to agree that coverage of incidental and 
immediate expenses was important. Participants in other factors were impartial about this 
financial aspect. 
Statement 18 received a rank score of -4 while it received a ranks core of +3 in 
factor two and + 1 in factor three. Participants in factor one did not appear to favour self-
protective behaviours, while other participants seemed to have favoured this need somewhat 
positively. 
Statement 49 received a rank score of -5 while it received a rank score of + 2 in 
factor two and a rank of + 1 in factor three. While participants in factors two and three 
seemed to believe there may be a positive aspect to victimization (although more neutral than 
strong), those participants in factor one did not appear to be focused on personal growth as a 
result of this experience. 
These distinguishing statements at the p < .01 level were consistent with the need for 
recognition of victimization. It appeared that the implementation of services (statements 14 
and 29) were favourable. This type of assistance may provide victims with feelings of 
recognition and validation. There seemed to be very little recognition or status provided 
when victims are thought to need financial assistance (statement 51) or self-protective 
behaviours (statement 18). The participants in this factor focused on acknowledgment and the 
need to have people accept and understand their reactions, rather than "growing" at some 
moment in the future (statement 49). Factor one participants did not view time as the sole 
component necessary to heal (statement 31). 
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Those distinguishing statements at the p < .05 level were equally consistent with 
victim recognition. It seemed that participants in factor one felt the best way to achieve 
recognition was through acceptance, respect, and absolution by others (statement 32). There 
was apparently no recognition found by means of retribution (statement 15). It also appeared 
that programs for victims would also be somewhat desired (statement 44). Statements that 
described research for assessment (statement 38) and funding for research (statement 28) 
appeared to be less favoured and bordered on neutral. The entirety of distinguishing 
statements contributed to the identification of recognition of victimization as factor one. 
Factor two, victim control of their victimization, had seven distinguishing statements. 
Statements 7, 37, 11, and 39 were at the p < .01 level and statements 15, 47, and 19 were 
at the p < .05 level. These distinguishing statements and their respective ranks and scores 
are displayed in Table 5.3. 
Table 5.3 
Distinguishing Statements for Factor Two - Victim Control of their Victimization 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
7 0 -.06 5 1.71* 0 .00 
37 -5 -1.59 3 .87* -4 -1.41 
15 -3 -1.21 0 .00 5 1.76 
47 -4 -1.35 0 .00 -4 -1.41 
11 4 1.49 -1 -.48* 4 1.41 
19 -5 -1.73 -2 -.61 -5 -1.76 
39 1 .22 -3 -1.09* 1 .35 
Note. (p < .05; Asterisk (*) indicates significance at p < .01) 
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These seven statements were associated with regaining control after the victimization. 
Statement seven received a rank score of +5 while it received a rank score of 0 in factors 
one and three. Only those participants in factor two strongly favoured the reflective and 
positive nature of this coping method. Participants in the other factors appeared unbiased 
toward this idea. 
Statement 37 received a rank score of + 3 while it received a rank score of -5 in 
factor one and a rank of -4 in factor three. It appeared that only factor two participants 
agreed that victims needed to take precautionary measures for themselves. It seemed that 
participants in the other two factors strongly disagreed. 
Statement 15 received a rank score of 0 while it received a rank score of -3 in factor 
two and +5 in factor three. Participants in this factor appeared to be neutral while other 
participants were of opposite opinions (-3 and +5). Factor one participants did not seem to 
favour punishment for offenders while factor three participants appeared to strongly favour 
this action as helpful. 
Statement 47 received a rank score of 0 while it received rank scores of -4 in factors 
one and three. This statement speaks to victims' feelings of security which is determined by 
the request for support from other people. The participants in factor two appeared impartial 
while factors one and three participants seemed to disagree with the importance and relevance 
of this statement. 
Statement 11 received a rank score of -1 whereas it ranked +4 in factors one and 
three. In factor two, this statement was relatively neutral with regard to its global aspect. It 
appeared that participants in factors one and three strongly favoured it, whereas those in 
factor two did not favour it. 
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Statement 19 received a rank score of -2 while it received rank scores of -5 in factors 
one and three. "Alleviating the impact of crime among victims" to deal with the crime 
problem did not appear to be favoured by any of the participants. Those in factor two 
seemed to be in slight disagreement while participants in factors one and three seemed to be 
in complete disagreement. 
Statement 39 received a rank of -3 while it received + 1 in factors one and three. 
This statement spoke to providing victims with information, but only when other persons 
determined the appropriateness. The participants in factor two appeared to disagree that 
others should control the flow of information, while factors one and three participants slightly 
favoured this circumstance. · 
These distinguishing statements at the p < .01 level were compatible with factor two 
because respondents appeared to assert that global support (statement 11) was more 
favourable than having other persons control the flow of information to victims (statement 
39). They also seemed to express that the need for self-care may have included precautionary 
measures (statement 37) and self-awareness (statement seven). 
Those distinguishing statements at the p < .05 level were also consistent with this 
factor's identity of victim control of their victimization. Statements which addressed criminal 
justice procedures for punishment of criminals (statement 15) and the reliance on others for 
protection (statement 47) were seen as neutral for these participants. There seemed to be a 
negative feeling toward dealing with the crime problem by focusing on victims instead of 
criminals (statement 19). All the distinguishing statements, regardless of level, appeared to 
contribute to the identity of victim control described in factor two. 
Factor three, retribution, had ten distinguishing statements. Five of these statements 
were at the p < .01 level (9, 13, 15, 24, and 48), while the other five were at the p < .05 
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level (statements 6, 17, 22, 42, and 5). Table 5.4 portrays the distinguishing statements and 
their respective measures across all factors. 
Table 5.4 
Distinguishing Statements for Factor Three - Retribution 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
9 -2 -.60 -4 -1.23 5 1.76* 
13 -3 -1.21 -1 -.48 5 1.76* 
15 -3 -1.21 0 .00 5 1.76* 
6 -2 -0.52 0 -.02 4 1.41 
24 -3 -.99 -5 -1.78 4 1.41* 
17 -1 -.24 -3 -1.00 3 1.06 
22 -2 -.69 -2 -.87 2 .71 
42 4 1.51 2 .75 -1 -.35 
48 5 1.65 4 1.46 -1 -.35* 
5 0 .16 1 .39 -3 -1.06 
Note. (p < .05; Asterisk(*) indicates significance at p < .01) 
These ten statements were related to retribution within the criminal justice system. 
Statement nine received a rank score of +5 while it received a rank score of -2 in factor one 
and a rank score of -4 in factor two. These participants appeared to strongly agree with the 
idea that the system's resources are for criminals and the justice system, rather than for the 
victims. Other participants were not so eager (-2 and -4) to agree that resources are mainly 
for criminals. 
Statement 13 received a rank score of +5 while it received a rank score of -3 in 
factor one and -1 in factor two. It appeared that participants in factor one strongly agreed 
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that property retrieval was an important need of victims. 
Statement 15 received a rank score of +5 while it received a rank score of -3 in 
factor one and a rank score of 0 in factor two. It seemed that these participants favoured 
punishment of the offender. Participants in other factors were either nonpartisan or disagreed 
with this statement. 
Statement six received a rank score of +4 while it received rank scores of -2 and 0 in 
factors one and two respectively. It seemed that factor three participants agreed that police 
response to victims needs to be appropriate. Participants in other factors appeared to be less 
concerned with the actions of police officers because their rankings were neutral or in slight 
disagreement. 
Statement 24 received a rank score of +4 while it received a rank score of -3 in 
factor one and a rank score of -5 in factor two. Participants in this factor seemed to agree 
with the idea that police should be helpful in providing information about the criminal justice 
system and its processes. Other participants were not so eager (-3 and -5) to consult the 
authorities following victimization. 
Statement 17 received a rank score of + 3 while it received a rank score of -1 in 
factor one and -3 in factor two. It seemed that only factor three participants favoured the 
need for change in legislation to assist victims. Participants in factor two disagreed at the 
same level (-3) while those in factor one disagreed somewhat (-1). 
Statement 22 received a rank score of +2 while it received rank scores of -2 in factors 
one and two. This statement addresses victims self-care to reduce fear and to increase safety. 
Those participants in factor three seemed to slightly agree with this statement while factors 
one and two participants slightly disagreed to the same degree. 
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Statement 42 received a rank score of -1 while it received a rank score of +4 in 
factor one and + 2 in factor two. Participants in factor three seemed to slightly disagree that 
general support from others will help with retribution. Participants in factors one and two 
seemed to strongly agree with needing this support. 
Statement 48 received a rank score of -1 while it received a rank score of +5 in 
factor one and a rank score of +4 in factor two. It appeared that participants in this factor 
were in slight disagreement that support from others has an impact on retribution. The rank 
score of -1 may have indicated its somewhat ordinary nature created by differing attitudes. 
Statement five received a rank score of -3 while it received a rank score of 0 in factor 
one and + 1 in factor two. Participants in this factor seemed to disagree with the idea that 
counselling referrals or contact information would be helpful. In other factors, participants 
were rather impartial. 
The distinguishing statements at the p < .01 level (statements 9, 13, 15, 24, and 48) 
in this factor were compatible with the idea that retribution was a need of victims. Those 
statements ranked at +5 seemed to reveal that the participants were most concerned with 
allocation of resources to criminals (statement nine), property retrieval (which should involve 
the criminal justice system and lead to possible apprehension of the offender) (statement 13) 
and punishment of the offender (statement 15). The statement at +4 was favoured on the 
basis that authorities were usually involved when the retribution process occurred, therefore 
people wanted to remain informed and involved (statement 24). The somewhat impartial 
distinguishing feature (statement 48) seemed to indicate neutrality in depending on others to 
create an increase in retributive processes. 
The p < .05 level distinguishing statements were also consistent with the third factor. 
It seemed that statements were favoured when the criminal justice system personnel were 
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mentioned (statement six) or when legislative measures were included (statement 17). 
Agreement was continued to a lesser degree when self-protective behaviours and self-care 
were at issue (statement 22). Participants seemed to be less eager to agree with measures that 
touched on general support from their social group (statements 42 and 5). All of the 
distinguishing statements seemed to have contributed to the identification of retribution for 
factor three. 
Salient Variables Conver~ent in the Defining Statements 
The defining statements for each factor were important. Due to the comparative 
nature of this research, it was equally important to investigate those participants who 
contributed to the definition of these statements. For this reason, it was necessary to examine 
each factor and its corresponding defining statements to determine the prominent contributors. 
This aspect of the investigation provided further definition of the factors and their 
components. On a comparative level it contrasted the subjective views of victim-participants 
and counsellor-participants. 
The first factor, recognition of victimization, was defined by 10 statements which 
received normalized factor scores > + 1.0. Interestingly, three of the four predominant 
participants who defined this factor, by having the highest loadings, were counsellors. Table 
5.5 provides a tabular view of the Q sorts which defined this factor and the ranking of the 
corresponding defining statements by the four participants with the highest loadings. 
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Table 5.5 
Salient Variables Convergent on Factor One Defining Statements 
Defining Statements for Q Sorts 
Factor One- Recognition of Victimization 
# Statement C7 C4 C1 V7 
41 Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in +5 +5 +1 +4 
their own environment, while attempting to cope with 
the chaos that the crime has brought to their lives. 
48 [T]he victim needs to know that support [is] +5 +2 +5 +3 
unconditionally available. 
32 [I]t is necessary to accept the victim's way of coping, +4 +5 +5 +2 
never to blame him or her, and always to treat him or 
her seriously. 
42 It is clear that one must go beyond the material loss and +4 +4 0 +4 
physical injury experienced by the victim to understand 
why being a victim is so often traumatizing. 
11 [I]t is vital that the innocent victims of crime be given +5 0 +1 +1 
the support they deserve as citizens of a nation 
promising justice for all. 
33 The [victim] must simultaneously gain physical, +3 +4 -1 +4 
material, and psychosocial strengths while overcoming 
losses and stress, including new demands imposed by the 
recovery process. 
34 When the victimization has been sudden, the [victim's] +3 +4 +2 +5 
initial task is to master the crisis of the impact, attain 
control of the immediate situation and manage intense 
emotions. 
14 [To help victims, it is necessary to] study the immediate +4 0 +2 -4 
and long-term psychological effects of criminal 
victimization. 
45 The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a +3 +2 +4 +4 
number of distressing emotions including fear, anger, 
sadness, self-pity, and guilt. 
29 Important contributions can be made to services aimed at +4 -2 -2 -2 
helping victims by building theories ... on the basis of 
experience and by designing, implementing, 
and ... evaluating interventions .... 
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It was interesting to note that the strength in the first three defining statements was 
provided by the three counsellors. Statements 41, 48, and 32 received rank scores of +5 on 
six occasions by the three counsellors. It appeared that the other seven defining statements 
(42, 11, 33, 34, 14, 45, and 29) obtained lower ranked scores because these same three 
counsellors ranked them as such. 
Discrepancy was apparent among the counsellors when ranking ce~n statements. 
For instance, counsellor C7 ranked statements 11 and 14 at +5 and +4 respectively, whereas 
counsellor C4 ranked these same statements both at 0. Counsellor C1 was somewhere in 
between and placed statements 11 and 14 at + 1 and +2 respectively. Another interesting 
point was statement 29. It was ranked at +4 by one counsellor (C7) and at -2 by the other 
two counsellors (C4 and C1). This was also the case with statement 42 which received two 
rankings of +4 and one ranking of 0. 
A victim-participant (V7) also contributed to the defining statements in this factor, but 
not as strongly as the counsellors. It was interesting to note that only one of the 10 defining 
statements received a ranking of +5 (statement 34), four received +4 rankings (statements 
41, 42, 33, and 45), and the others leaned toward neutrality for this victim. Q sort V7 was 
consistent with regard to statements 42 and 29 (ranked at +4 and -2 respectively which 
agreed with two of the three counsellors in each) but was obviously in opposition with 
counsellors by ranking statement 14 at -4. 
It appeared that all four Q sorts strongly and consistently contributed to the first four 
defining statements. The other six statements received lower rankings because the three 
counsellors and one victim evidently held differing views that differed in strength. Although 
each of the four participants contributed to the emergence of factor one and its defining 
statements, there was more consensus on the four strongest statements than on the six weaker 
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statements. 
Factor two, victim control of their victimization, contained nine statements with 
normalized factor scores > + 1.0. This factor and its defining statements appeared to have 
emerged from three predominant Q sorts with a fourth being somewhat significant. The most 
predominant Q sort, produced by counsellor C6, closely reflected the order of the defining 
statements. Table 5.6 defines the statements, the Q sorts, and their respective rankings. 
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Table 5.6 
Salient Variables Convergent on Factor Two Defining Statements 
Defining Statements for Q Sorts 
Factor Two- Victim Control of their Victimization 
# Statement C6 V3 V7 C4 
34 When the victimization has been sudden, the [victim's] +5 +4 +5 +4 
initial task is to master the crisis of the impact, attain 
control of the immediate situation and manage intense 
emotions. 
7 An examination of personal meanings [the victim +4 +5 +1 +3 
attaches] to the event, relationships, and self images can 
lead to greater self-awareness and provide an opportunity 
for psychological growth. 
45 The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a +4 +5 +4 +2 
number of distressing emotions including fear, anger, 
sadness, self-pity, and guilt. 
23 [L]et victims tell their stories at their own pace .... +5 +3 -1 +3 
41 Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in +3 +5 +4 +5 
their own environment, while attempting to cope with 
the chaos that the crime has brought to their lives. 
48 [T]he victim needs to know that support [is] +5 +2 +3 +2 
unconditionally available. 
25 The [victim] may need to flee to a safe place for +3 +4 +5 -1 
protection. 
10 Psychological changes, as well as the physical recovery, +2 +4 +2 +3 
are part of the growth from victim status to survivor 
status. 
12 [O]ne of the necessary prerequisites for a fully effective +4 +1 +2 0 
victim assistance program is the existence of an outreach 
element, whereby victims are individually offered 
information about the kinds of services available and 
help in understanding the possible relevance of such 
services to their own situation. 
It was interesting to note that the two strongest Q sorts were produced by a counsellor 
(C6) and a victim (V3) followed distantly by another victim (V7) and counsellor (C4). In the 
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strongest Q sort (C6), the lowest ranking (+2) appeared on statement 10, which was the 
eighth highest statement. The other statements were highly ranked and their strength closely 
matched the sequence of the defining statements. Q sort V3 identified with this counsellor 
because on four statements the ranking only differed by one (statements 34, 7, 45, and 25), 
three statements differed by two rankings (statements 23, 41, and 10), and two statements 
differed by three rankings (statements 48 and 12). It was interesting that a counsellor and a 
victim had such similar views in this factor and its defining statements because factor one was 
predominantly identified by only counsellors. Two other Q sorts, also completed by a victim 
(V7) and a counsellor (C4), contributed to this factor. Their views were moderately 
consistent on statement 34 but then disparity emerged on statements 23 and 25 where 
rankings ranged from -1 to + 5. 
For the most part, the two victim Q sorts were relatively similar (six statements within 
one rank difference) as were the counsellor Q sorts (three statements within one rank 
difference and three statements within two rank differences). A strong difference existed 
between the victims and counsellors when observing certain statements. Statement 23 was 
ranked as +5 and +3 by the counsellors (C6 and C4 respectively) whereas this same 
statement received rankings +3 and -1 by the victims (V3 and V7 respectively). Statement 
25 was ranked as +3 and -1 by the same two counsellors whereas it received +4 and +5 by 
the same two victims. The seeming similarity between C6 and V3 followed by a similarity 
between V7 and C4, gave strong definition that the four Q sorts had two differing 
perspectives. 
The third factor, retribution, was defined by 11 defining statements that had 
normalized factor scores > + 1.0. Four Q sorts were discussed as they each contributed, 
although disparity was present. Table 5.7 depicts the 11 defining statements, the four Q 
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sorts, and their respective rankings. 
Table 5.7 
Salient Variables Convergent on Factor Three Defining Statements 
Defining Statements for Factor Three- Retribution Q Sorts 
# Statement V6 C2 C1 V4 
9 [T]he system's resources are almost entirely devoted to +5 -1 +2 0 
the criminal, and little remains for those who have 
sustained harm at the criminal's hands. 
13 [V]ictims can improve their outcomes by retrieving their +5 0 -3 0 
stolen property or by obtaining compensation from a 
third party, such as, an insurance company. 
15 Victims heal faster when they observe the abuser +5 0 0 +1 
receiving some punishment: there is a need to right the 
wrong that has been done to them. 
6 When the police are responsive to the victim's needs, the +4 +4 0 +3 
victim will often feel comforted and reassured. 
11 [I]t is vital that the innocent victims of crime be given +4 -1 +1 +4 
the support they deserve as citizens of a nation 
promising justice for all. 
24 The kind of information victims most want from the +4 +1 -1 -3 
police is information on further procedures [in the 
criminal justice system]. 
50 [Victims] need courtesy and respect to help them +4 +3 +4 +5 
maintain their dignity in the help-seeking process. 
17 Greater efforts should be undertaken for new federal and +3 +5 +3 +1 
[provincial] legislation ... designed to increase victims' 
participation in the police investigation process, 
[prosecution] decision making, bail hearings, the trial 
process, sentencing, and parole hearings. 
25 The [victim] may need to flee to a safe place for +3 +5 +4 +3 
protection. 
31 There was no [victim] who did nothing at all, hoping +3 -4 -4 +2 
that time alone would do the healing. 
46 Continued evaluation research on [processes that directly +3 -1 -2 -2 
involve the victim] within the criminal justice system 
should be encouraged. 
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It was interesting to note that a victim (V6) delineated this factor and its defining 
statements. Diversity emerged in the other three Q sorts. It appeared that the first four 
defining statements were neutrally ranked by Q sorts C1, C2, and V4 (i.e., 0 was ranked six 
times in four statements). Thus the first victim (V6) contributed the most to these four 
statements. 
A second grouping of statements seemed to be extremely different between Q sorts. 
Statements 24, 31, and 46 were all positively ranked by V6, yet the other three Q sorts 
negatively ranked these statements on seven occasions. Relative consensus did appear 
between all Q sorts for statements 50, 17, and 25. The defining statements appeared 
incorrectly ordered because the higher, positive rankings were more prevalent toward the 
bottom of the table whereas the top portion contained numerous zeros. 
Similarity between the same Q sort types (i.e., victims or counsellors) appeared 
evident. Participants C2 and C1 ranked statements the same or within one rank difference on 
five occasions. The two victims also did this on five occasions. When diversity occurred it 
was substantial. For instance, statements 9 and 13 were ranked by V6 at +5 and V4 ranked 
them at 0. Hence, one victim saw retribution as change and retrieval and the other saw this 
type of retribution as modest. Statement 15 was similar to these last two statements because 
V6 strongly viewed retribution as punishment and V4 preferred that the system act 
respectfully to the victim (statement 50). Statements 24 and 46 were also different for the 
victims. Participant V6 ranked them as +4 and +3, whereas V4 ranked them as -3 and -2 
respectively. 
The counsellor Q sorts also contained different rankings on statements, but not with 
the diversity found in the victim Q sorts. For example, statements 9 and 13 were ranked by 
C2 at -1 and 0 while Cl ranked them at +2 and -3 respectively. Although differences 
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between the two counsellor Q sorts existed, they appeared to be differences in impartiality. 
Q Sorts Lackin2 A Sin2le Si2nificant Factor Loadin2 
Four Q sorts did not load significantly on any of the factors. These variables 
contained insignificant loadings across all factors. Three of these Q sorts were completed by 
victim-participants and the other by a counsellor-participant. It was necessary to investigate 
these Q sorts to identify and comprehend rationales. 
Q sort Vl was completed by a female victim-participant. Her loadings in factors one 
through three were 15, 29, and -09 respectively, and therefore not significant. A review of 
this Q sort revealed that a fair number of defining statements in all factors received high 
loadings. This implied that a single factor did not exemplify this Q sort. Instead, since 
numerical rigor does not allow for significant loadings on all factors, all the factors received 
insignificant loadings. It is noted in this Q sort, that all of the factors were important, but 
she did not receive a significant loading to reflect this. Table 5.8 reflects the statements in 
each factor which reflected a strong ranking. 
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Table 5.8 
Loadings of Defining Statements By Q Sort VI 
Factor One Factor Two Factor Three 
Item Rank Item Rank Item Rank 
41 +2 34 +4 9 +3 
48 +4 7 -4 13 -3 
32 +4 45 +4 15 -4 
42 +2 23 +3 6 -4 
11 -1 41 +2 11 -1 
33 +3 48 +4 24 -2 
34 +4 25 +5 50 +1 
14 -2 10 +1 17 -5 
45 +4 12 +1 25 +5 
29 0 31 -5 
46 0 
Note. The items with higher rankings ( > ±3) have been marked in bold. 
Similarly, Q sort V2 did not contain a single significant loading. It was also 
completed by a female victim-participant. This Q sort was characterized by numerous and 
strong rankings in factor three but few in factors one and two. This placement resulted in 
loadings of 13, 05, and -02 in the respective factors. Although the highest loading (13) was 
on factor one, most of the defining statements were highly loaded in factor three. Significant 
factor loadings were not reflected in factor three because defining statements were almost 
equally placed on opposite ends of the distribution, thereby creating a nullify situation. It 
appeared that this variable favoured the defining statements in factor three, but overall was 
uncertain about needs. This participant had been victimized on 40 occasions, seemingly 
possible that either her needs changed frequently over time or victimizations were difficult to 
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separate, thus creating uncertainty of specific needs for the most recent victimization. This Q 
sort's highest loading was in factor one based on the placement of defining statements as 
described in Table 5.9. 
Table 5.9 
Loadings of Defining Statements By Q Sort V2 
Factor One Factor Two Factor Three 
Item Rank Item Rank Item Rank 
41 +1 34 +2 9 -2 
48 +5 7 -1 13 +1 
32 +2 45 -1 15 -5 
42 -5 23 +2 6 . +5 
11 +3 41 +1 11 +3 
33 -1 48 +5 24 -3 
34 +2 25 +4 50 +3 
14 -2 10 -1 17 -4 
45 -1 12 +1 25 +4 
29 +1 31 0 
46 -2 
Note. The items with higher rankings ( > ±3) have been marked in bold. 
A third Q sort, completed by V5, also lacked a single significant factor loading. This 
Q sort produced loadings of 09, -09, and 05 in factors one through three respectively. It 
appeared that this Q sort favoured factor three because almost half of the defining statements 
were highly ranked. This factor was not significant because the rest of the factor three 
statements were extremely neutral. This, to a lesser degree, was also the case in factors one 
and two for this Q sort. This participant (V5) had been a victim on four occasions, therefore 
difficulty defining needs or separating needs across victimization may have been difficult. 
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Table 5.10 reflects the statements in each factor and their respective rankings. 
Table 5.10 
Loadings of Defining Statements By Q Sort V5 
Factor One Factor Two Factor Three 
Item Rank Item Rank Item Rank 
41 -3 34 -1 9 +5 
48 +1 7 -2 13 -2 
32 +4 45 +1 15 0 
42 +3 23 -1 6 +1 
11 +2 41 -3 11 +2 
33 -2 48 +1 24 0 
34 -1 5 -3 50 0 
14 +2 10 +2 17 +5 
45 +1 12 +3 25 -3 
29 -2 31 -3 
46 +4 
Note. The items with higher rankings ( > ±3) have been marked in bold. 
A fourth Q sort (C3) was completed by a female counsellor-participant and it also 
lacked a significant loading on a single factor. Factors one through three had factor loadings 
of 19, 02, and 14 respectively. This Q sort was similar to the previous Q sort discussed 
since many defining statements received strong rankings, but neutral rankings (-1, 0, and + 1) 
outweighed the higher rankings. Factor one held the highest loading (19) because the 
majority of defining statements were neutrally and not negatively ranked in the distribution. 
Table 5.11 reflects the actual rankings of Q sort C3. 
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Table 5.11 
Loadings of Defining Statements By Q Sort C3 
Factor One Factor Two Factor Three 
Item Rank Item Rank Item . Rank 
41 +1 34 -1 9 +5 
48 0 7 +4 13 -4 
32 +4 45 -1 15 -2 
42 0 23 +3 6 +2 
11 +1 41 +1 11 +1 
33 -5 48 0 24 -2 
34 -1 25 0 50 +4 
14 -1 10 0 17 -3 
45 -1 12 +3 25 0 
. 29 +1 31 -5 
46 +4 
Note. The items with higher rankings ( > ±3) have been marked in bold. 
It was necessary to distinguish and discuss these four Q sorts because, although they 
contributed to the compilation of factors, they did so without significant strength on a single 
factor. The lack of a single significant loading on a factor led to an investigation where 
understanding the reason was the goal. This discussion revealed that Q sort V1, completed 
by a victim, lacked a significant loading because all of the factors were relatively equal in 
importance. Q sort V2 was also completed by a victim and revealed that a single significant 
factor loading was absent because, although defining statements for single factors were 
important, there appeared to be conflicting opinions of what was specifically needed 
following victimization. This may be a result of differing needs at different post-crime 
periods or because multiple victimizations had created different needs that could not be 
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individually isolated. This may have also been the situation for Q sort V5 who was 
victimized multiple times and was not able to identify a single significant factor. The Q sort 
completed by the counsellor (C3) also lacked a single significant factor loading. This 
revealed that a single need was not easily stipulated because either all needs (factors) were 
important or because a single need was difficult to identify for a generalized group of clients. 
Part B: A Comparison of Victims and Counsellors 
Victims are the integral factor in victimology, and equally, counsellors are the integral 
factor in counselling practice. This is not at issue. What is at issue is the needs of victims of 
violent crime and determining whether counsellors' perspectives of their clients' needs (i.e., 
victims of violent crime) are analogous with expressed needs of the client. 
The qualitative and subjective nature of Q methodology facilitated an understanding of 
victims' needs following violent crime as perceived by victims and counsellors. The 
quantitative nature of factor analysis facilitated numerical measurement necessary to compare 
the similarities and differences between the subjective opinions of the two groups. This part 
of the chapter discusses the individual group results of the victims and counsellors, and 
examines how they each equate to the combined group results. 
In the previous section of this chapter, it was evident that the results that emerged 
after factor analysis of the 14 variables provided many insights. The conception of victims' 
needs, defined by the combined group of victims and counsellors, centred on three factors 
which included: (1) recognition of victimization, (2) victim control of their victimization, and 
(3) retribution. These factors were titled and enumerated based on strength of variability. 
Variables were considered individually when saliency was strong or deficient. The 
comparative nature of this research advocates further investigation into specific group 
differences between victims and counsellors. 
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This supplemental comparison was accomplished by individually factor analyzing the 
victims' Q sorts and the counsellors' Q sorts. The factor analysis of each group was identical 
to that conducted on the group as a whole (i.e., PQ Method 2.0, principal components 
analysis, and Varimax rotation). This meant that two sets of correlation matrices, extracted 
factors, and rotated factors emerged; one set of data from the seven victim Q sorts and 
another separate set of data from the seven counsellor Q sorts. Both sets of factor analytic 
data are presented so a comparative analysis can occur. 
Victim Group Results 
Tables 5.12, 5.13, and 5.14 reflect the correlation matrix, extracted factors, and 
rotated factors, respectively, for the seven victim Q sorts. The identification used for each 
participant is identical to that used in the combined group results (e.g., V1 means that the 
participant was a victim and identified by the number one; V1 is the same participant 
identified as V1 in the combined group results). 
Table 5.12 
Correlation Matrix - Victim Group 







V7 .59 .50 
Note. Only those correlations > .32 are shown. 
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The correlation matrix exhibits a high correlation (.59) between Q sorts V1 and V7. 
Q sorts V2 and V4 closely followed with a correlation of .54. Q sort V3 highly correlated 
with Q sorts V 1 and V7. 
Table 5.13 
Eigenvalues and Percentage of Total Variance- Victim Group 
I I Factor 1 I Factor 2 I Factor 3 II Factor 41 Factor 5 I Factor 6 I Factor 71 
Eigen- 2.4912 1.4689 1.0683 0.8225 0.4717 0.3771 0.3002 
values 
% expl. 36 21 15 12 7 5 4 
variance 
The extraction of factors (Table 5.13) imparted three significant factors. Factors one 
to three contained eigenvalues greater than one and accounted for 72% of the total variability. 
Table 5.14 
Rotated Factor Matrix and Significant Factor Loadings- Victim Group 








Note. Decimals to two places were omitted (-.1302 changed to -13) but signs were 
maintained. 
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The three factors were rotated to produce the numerical data in Table 5.14. 
Individual loadings in these salient factors included Q sorts Vl, V3, and V7 loading 
significantly in factor one, Q sorts V2, V4, and V5 loading significantly in factortwo, and Q 
sorts V4 and V6 loading significantly in factor three. Each variable had a significant loading 
in at least one factor. 
Counsellor Group Results 
Factor analysis of the seven counsellor Q sorts produced individual and different 
results. Tables 5.15, 5 .16, and 5.17 present the correlations, factors, and rotations, 
respectively. The identification used for each participant is identical to that used in the 
combined group results (e.g., Cl means that the participant was a counsellor and is identified 
by the number one; Cl is the same participant identified as Cl in the combined group 
results). 
Table 5.15 
Correlation Matrix - Counsellor Group 




C4 .57 .37 .48 
C5 .56 .43 .54 .48 
C6 .51 .46 
C7 .57 .61 .52 
Note. Only those correlations > .32 are shown. 
Table 5.15 indicated that there were more significant correlations among the 
counsellor group than among the victim group. Significant correlations included Q sorts C4 
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and C7 (.61), Q sorts C1 and C2 (.61); Q sorts C1 and C7 (.57); Q sorts C5 and C1 (.56), 
Q sort C4 and C1 (.57); Q sorts C5 and C3 (.54); Q sorts C5 and C7 (.52); and Q sorts C2 
and C6 (.51). Perusal of the columns reflected that Q sorts C1, C2, C4, and C5 correlated 
with all of the Q sorts, C3 and C6 correlated with all but two, and Q sort C7 correlated with 
all but one. 
Table 5.16 
Eigenvalues and Percentage of Total Variance- Counsellor Group 
I I Factor 1 I Factor 2 I Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 
Eigen- 3.5946 1.0970 0.7168 0.6704 0.4148 0.2613 0.2452 
values 
% expl. 51 16 10 10 6 4 4 
variance 
The extraction of factors (Table 5.16) revealed two predominant factors (one and 
two). Factor one had an eigenvalue of 3.5946 and 51% of variability explained, whereas 
factor two had respective values of 1.0970 and 16%. 
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Table 5.17 
Rotated Factor Matrix and Significant Factor Loadings- Counsellor Group 








Note. Decimals to two places were omitted (.5345 changed to 53) but signs were 
maintained. 
A review of these two factors after rotation (Table 5 .17) indicated that factor one held 
highly significant loadings by Q sorts C1 and C7, and factor two held significant loadings by 
Q sorts C2 and C6. 
Factor Emer~ence and Definin~ Statements for Individual Groups 
Although the separate group information was valuable, it generated two questions: (1) 
what can be ascertained from the comparison between victims' needs and counsellors' 
perspectives of victims' needs? and (2) what does the individual group information signify 
when compared with the combined group information? 
An attempt to answer these questions required focusing on the factors and their 
identities that emerged from the victim group, the counsellor group, and the combined group. 
The previous explanation of the procedures and calculations used to identify and interpret the 
factors, enabled the research to focus on the descriptive and comparative results without 
specifying and illustrating the entirety of the numerical results. 
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The victim group was characterized by three factors and the respective defining 
statements. The defining statements in the factors were akin to those defining statements in 
the corresponding combined group factors (factors two and three). The victim group defined 
factor one with statements 25, 45, 34, and 41. These statements were indicative of the need 
for victims to take control of their victimization. Statements 2, 32, 48, 5, and 8 defined a 
second factor. An in-depth analysis and interpretation of these statements (like that found in 
the first part of this chapter) reflected that this factor could be identified as victim's rights. 
Factor three was defined by statements 15, 9, 13, 50, and 11 and these revealed a focus on 
retribution. It was apparent that the victim group identified the following needs: (1) victim 
control of their victimization, (2) victim's rights, and (3) retribution. 
The counsellor group was also examined, whereby two factors were the focus. 
Similar to the victim group, the defining statements in the counsellors' factors were analogous 
to defining statements in the combined group factors (factors one and two). The counsellor 
group defined factor one with statements 48, 32, 41, 11, and 42. These statements were 
indicative of a need for recognition of victimization. Factor two was defined by statements 
23, 34, 48, 45, and 25, which revealed an emphasis on victim control of their victimization. 
It was apparent that the counsellor group identified victims' needs which included: (1) 
recognition of victimization and (2) victim control of their victimization. 
Comparison of Victims' and Counsellors' Factors 
A comparison was performed with the factors and their defining statements that 
reflected the prominent theme in each of the individual groups. It can been shown that 
diversity and similarity existed between these two groups. These differences and similarities 
are discussed to address the comparative question raised in this study. The researcher also 
provides possible rationales to facilitate understanding. 
Diversity was apparent when comparing the most prominent factor in each group. 
Victims identified their prominent need as victim control of their victimization, whereas 
counsellors perceived recognition of victimization as most essential. This difference may 
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·have existed because of distinct experiences. Victims already realize they are 'victims' due to 
the criminal incident, consequently recognition may be more prevalent to those who do not 
hold this status. Counsellors may be the persons providing recognition of victimization and 
they may see their role as more vital than victims see their roles. It appears that victims 
already recognize their circumstance, whereas counsellors may think that empathic and 
external recognition of the victimization was a priority for victims. 
Similarity was present between the two groups because both identified victim control 
of their victimization as a factor. The victim group ranked this factor first while the 
counsellor group positioned this factor second. Victim-participants may have viewed this as 
more integral than recognition because their ability to reclaim a sense of control may 
facilitate coping more than recognition. Counsellors, on the other hand, may view victims 
control as sequential; recognition of victimization would include validation and this may 
empower the victim to regain control. This factor was common among groups but differed in 
order. 
These two groups were disparate in regard to identifying victim's rights as a factor. 
Victim-participants identified this factor second, while counsellor-participants neglected to 
identify it as a significant factor. It appears that the presence of this factor between groups 
differed because of different group perspectives. Victims may have thought that gaining or 
enforcing rights was part of self-control, whereas the counsellors may have focused on 
sequence and perceived that recognition of victimization and victim control needed to be 
acquired before rights could be considered or requested. Commonality was not found in this 
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factor when comparing victims and counsellors. 
Diversity was again apparent when considering retribution. The group of victims 
indicated this factor as third, whereas the counsellors did not register it as a significant factor 
at all. Retribution may have been needed by victims because it was associated indirectly with 
validation. For victims punishment may have played the role of recognition since 
victimization could be confirmed and recognized when the criminal justice system proceeded 
with accountability measures to the offender. This may explain the existence of this factor 
for the victims and the absence of the recognition of victimization factor. Counsellors may 
have perceived retribution as unlikely therefore not a priority or they may have believed that 
since retribution was out of the victim's hands, the more controllable aspects deserve priority. 
Two different views were evident when retribution was considered as a need of victims. 
Comparison of Victims'. Counsellors'. and the Combined Group Factors 
The victim and counsellor groups were compared and contrasted with regard to their 
respective significant factors. It was necessary to consider how each of these groups differed 
from and contributed to the results of the combined group. Table 5.18 represents the three 
groups and their respective factors (and their ordering) to facilitate understanding. 
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Table 5.18 
Comparison of Factors Identified by the Three Groups 
Factors Victim Group Counsellor Group Victims & 
CounSellors 
Combined 
Recognition of Absent #1 #1 
Victimization 
Victim Control of #1 #2 #2 
Their Victimization 
Retribution #3 Absent #3 
Victim's Rights #2 Absent Absent 
Table 5.18 clarified how each of the groups contributed to the combined group 
results. Table 4.5 clarified the exact amount (factor loadings) contributed by significant 
loadings of individuals from the victim group and the counsellor group. 
It seemed evident that the counsellor group highly regarded recognition of 
victimization and the victim group did not. One would then have expected the counsellor-
participants to load significantly on this factor in the combined results. Table 4.6 confirmed 
the correctness of this expectation since the significant loadings were from three counsellors. 
With respect to victim control of their victimization, both the victim group and the 
counsellor group contributed to its existence in the combined group results. Given the 
rankings of this factor in the individual groups, it was anticipated that the victims should load 
more significantly. The range of victims' loadings was .08 to .82 with a mean of .37 and the 
counsellors range was .04 to .87 with a mean of .27. 
Retribution emerged third in the victim group and the combined group but was non-
existent in the counsellor group (see Table 5.18). The calculation of factor loadings found in 
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Table 4.5 reflected the numerical contributions from significant variables. Victims' loadings 
ranged from .01 to .94 with two significant loadings and counsellors' loadings ranged from 
.05 to .22 with two significant loadings. 
The last factor, victim's rights was a factor that was prominent only in the victim 
group. Table 5.18 showed that it was absent in the combined group results and the 
counsellor group results. This factor existed because the victim group was the only group to 
identify it and it was ranked second. 
Summary 
This chapter described the group of victims and counsellors as individual groups and 
as a combined group. A comparison and contrast of factors, loadings, and the degree of 
contribution were presented to comply with the requirements of this study. The factors that 
emerged from the 14 Q sorts constitute the first requirement of this research. Three factors 
were interpreted and evaluated to reflect the victims' and counsellors' combined perspectives 
to conceptualize victims' needs. A second requirement of this research was to compare the 
individual perspectives of victims and counsellors with the combined group results. This 
comparison illustrated that, although victims and counsellors each contributed to the group 
results, the individual groups differ in their perspectives of victims' needs. The data 
exemplified the different perspectives between victims and counsellors and quantified the 
degree of similarity between these two groups. The victims, as an individual group, 
acknowledged the second and third factors whereas the counsellors acknowledged the first and 
second factors. This information was relevant to make recommendations and note 
implications based on these research results. The recommendations and implications are 
discussed in the next and final chapter. 
148 
CHAPTER VI: DISCUSSION 
This final chapter discusses the meaning of the results, linking this research with other 
literature. The purpose of this study was to explore the concept of victims' needs from the 
perspectives of victims of violent crime and counsellors who work with victims of violent 
crime. These perspectives were compared in order to offer an understanding of the 
differentiation between those who possess the needs and those who assist in meeting the 
needs. 
It is anticipated that the findings will facilitate understanding of victims' needs which 
are a direct result of their experiences following violent crime. It is also anticipated that the 
findings will lead to modifying the personal and professional perspectives of counsellors. 
There is a desire that this research encourages change in counselling theory and practice. 
Limitations of this study are discussed and recommendations for counselling practice are 
offered. 
Review of Victims' Needs 
The first research question inquired about the needs of victims of violent crime. The 
use of Q sorts and factor analysis with seven victims of violent crime provided an answer to 
this question. Three needs were identified: (1) victim control of their victimization, (2) 
victim's rights, and (3) retribution. 
These victims' needs could be the essential information necessary for counsellors and · 
counselling practice when assisting victims of violent crime. Knowledge of victims' needs 
could provide counsellors with better understanding and accordingly, lead to more effective, 
efficient, and purposeful counselling (Young, 1988). This type of counselling could help 
victims to feel better understood, thereby benefitting significantly from professional 
assistance. The positive aspects of good counselling could facilitate the coping, recovery, and 
l of victims. 
Review of Victim and Counsellor Comparison 
['he second research question was intended to investigate the level of similarity 
L the perspectives of victims and counsellors regarding victims' needs. Q 
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ology provided a means of comparing victims' and counsellors' subjective opinions of 
needs. The comparative nature of this research evaluated the measure of agreement 
the perspectives of these two groups of participants. 
rhe seven victims of violent crime identified victims' needs as: (1) victim control of 
timization, (2) victim's rights, and (3) retribution, while the seven counsellors 
d victims' needs as: (1) recognition of victimization and (2) victim control of their 
tion. The analysis revealed that disparity does exist between victims' and 
rs' perspectives of needs. 
'his disparity has an impact on consequential facets of counsellors and counselling 
(Siegel, 1983; Stuebing, 1984). These counselling facets include basic evaluations in 
·h as efficacy, efficiency, and training. Each facet is discussed to facilitate 
rtding of its implications and to provide the rationale and justification guiding the 
nt recommendations. 
he research results suggested that due to disparate perspectives, counsellors may not 
=- tive as they should be in meeting the needs of victims of violent crime. This was 
n the data that emerged from the comparison of the respective factors in the victim 
d counsellor group. Although counsellors agreed with victims on the emergence of 
r (victim control of their victimization), they neglected retribution and victim's 
d erroneously focused on recognition of victimization. 
'lose identified 
:tims may be t 
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!fficacy of cot 
·Y can be main 
o impact effie< 
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groups' perspectives of victims' needs may result in counsellors providing assistance which 
may not be entirely desired by victims. Hence, efficiency is compromised. 
This compromise was most apparent when the focus was on those factors identified by 
one group but slighted in the other group (recognition: of victimization, victim's rights, and 
retribution). Counsellors can not be efficient when they think they should offer recognition 
of victimization and victims think differently. This was also the circumstance when victims 
agreed that they needed counselling services to concentrate on victim's rights and retribution 
and they were not provided because counsellors did not perceive them as significant needs. 
Counsellor efficiency was not easily assessed. Efficiency does not exist in a vacuum 
nor is it influenced by only a singular aspect. There are results in this study which seem to 
indicate that counsellor efficiency may be maintained when a factor is held in common by the 
counsellors and victims (i.e., victim control of their victimization). Efficiency may not be 
maintained when factors are inaccurately identified or ordered, or missed completely. Since 
the results revealed that conditions may exist when the competency of a counsellor is 
maintained or questioned, it seems optimal that counsellors always ask victims what is needed 
so that counsellors can practise efficiently. 
Education and Experience 
An extensive review of the counsellors' education and experience and their factor 
·loadings (in the combined group results) provided insight into the accuracy of their 
perspectives. Given the diversity of the personalities, styles, and techniques of counsellors, 
the discussion of education and experience must proceed with caution to recognize 
individuality. 
It appears that level or type of post-secondary education had an inconsequential impact 
on the extent to which this group of counsellors accurately perceive victims' needs. A 
specific educational profile did not lead to an increase in numbers or amounts of factor 
loadings. It seems that experience or the amount of time spent counselling victims was a 
better indicator of analogous perspectives. These observations are based on significant 
loadings by counsellors who have experience working with many victim-clients on factors 
strongly identified by victims. 
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Since no substantial evidence existed to hypothesize the education most advantageous 
for those counsellors who work with victims, it was necessary to contemplate experience. 
This aspect seems logical since one would expect an enhanced comprehension of victims' 
needs to arise from interacting with this client group. This research demonstrated that 
experienced counsellors in this group seem to know a range of victims' needs and seem to 
tentatively prioritize these needs contingent on their work with previous victims. This point 
emphasized . the need for inexperienced counsellors to ask their clients about needs and to 
assist these clients based on this information. It is not expected nor appreciated that the 
counsellor work from a conjectured agenda that is not based on individual's needs (Egan, 
1994). 
Research Significance Achieved 
Chapter I identified four aspects of this research that make it significant. It is 
important to explain how these four significant aspects have been addressed. The first 
significant aspect of this research was the recognition that victims of violent crime have needs 
that vary in type, intensity, and duration; and that counsellors' perspectives of these needs are 
pertinent. This aspect was achieved in two modes. First, the Q sample contained 51 diverse 
statements that depicted victims' needs. These statements varied in type, intensity, and 
duration, and participants could place statements to reflect the different characteristics of their 
needs. Second, the Q sorting technique provided the victims and counsellors with a method 
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to express their subjective opinions of victims' needs. 
The second significant aspect of this research was the positive impact that victims may 
experience as they express their subjective needs without apprehension about being measured 
against external standards. The methodology used in this research facilitated victims' ability 
and comfort to portray their opinions of what they needed following victimization. 
Counsellors were also able to provide their perspectives of victims' needs in a manner where 
correctness was not at issue. Recognition and validation of participants following the Q 
sorting procedure affirmed the importance of their subjective opinions. 
The identification of recommendations for counselling practice was the third 
significant aspect of this research. This was accomplished since the focal point was victims' 
expressed needs and counsellors' perspectives of victims' needs; and the subsequent 
recommendations were proposed based on these specific ,research results. Recommendations 
were specific for counselling practice, but they were changes that all people who interact with 
victims could incorporate. It was important to suggest change based on actual participants' 
responses rather than on personal or professional agendas. 
The last significant aspect of this research was the potential of the results. This study 
identified victims' needs and how counsellors' perspectives of these needs contrasted. This 
information was useful for individuals within systems who interact with or assist victims of 
violent crime. This information can facilitate change in individuals and amendments in 
systems that may alleviate the effects of the victimization and reduce the incidence of 
secondary victimization. 
The participants, method, results, and recommendations have all played a role in 
achieving significance in these four respects. The importance of each aspect of this research 
made this study significant and innovative. 
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Limitations 
Although the design and procedures of this research were valid and reliable, a number 
of possible limitations should be considered. Each of these is discussed in detail below. 
This study may have been limited by the presence of response bias. Participants may 
have provided data based on their desired interest in the outcome of the research, rather than 
on their actual and purely subjective opinions of the needs they experienced during the 
different stages of victimization. Although the Q sort procedures and instruments did not 
facilitate this response limitation, one still needs to ask if the participants' responses were a 
true reflection of their personal experiences. 
The responses from viCtim-participants may have been limited for three other reasons. 
First, responses may have been dependent upon the amount of time passed since the 
victimization. Stipulations were not implemented on the post-crime period. Second, 
differences which were contingent upon the victim's stage of healing or recovery may be 
evident in their responses. Third, participants differed with respect to the number of times 
they had been victims of violent crime. Some victims experienced victimization once, 
whereas others experienced it on numerous occasions. These different experiences and post-
crime intervals may have impacted the reporting of victims' needs. 
Another limitation that could not be circumvented was retrospective reporting by 
participants. The specific selection of those persons who had experience, either as a victim 
or working with victims, meant that retrospective reporting by participants was necessary. 
Since stipulations were not implemented on the post-crime interval or on the interval since the 
last victim-counselling session, differing amounts of time may have affected retrospective 
reporting. 
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At the time of Q sorting, participants expressed difficulty in three areas. First, many 
participants wanted to place more than the required number of statements in the +5 and +4 
designations. In this circumstance, they reluctantly designated some meaningful statements to 
smaller designations. Q methodology asserts that its distinctive and robust procedures, which 
require participants to place each statement in relation to all other statements, are not a 
limitation as some may think. The second predominant difficulty expressed by participants 
was the meaning of statement 31. The double negative created problems with understanding. 
The researcher consistently explained that this statement meant that 'victims do something, 
they don't just hope for time to heal them.' This was the only statement in the Q sample that 
generated inquiry. A third difficulty that arose during the Q sorting process was specific to 
the counsellor group. Some of the counsellors expressed difficulty in completing the Q sort 
based on their perspectives of their entire clientele of victims of violent crime. This 
difficulty was found only in the counsellor group because they were required to provide 
responses that were based on their generalization of a group of clients, whereas the victim 
group provided responses based on their personal and individual experiences. 
Unfortunately these limitations could not be eliminated because retrospective reporting 
was necessary because participants must have the experience, either as a victim or a 
counsellor, to provide their subjective points of view. It was not feasible to stipulate 
stringent parameters for participants (i.e., victimized once, counselling intervals, post-crime 
intervals, etc.), therefore diversity of participants was also a necessary component unique to 
this research. 
Recommendations for Counsellors 
This research was an important step in acknowledging the situation of victims 
following violent crime, and enabling these victims to subjectively portray their needs in a · 
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safe and suitable arena. This aspect was integral since Stuebing (1984) asserted that it is 
incumbent for service providers to listen carefully to what victims are saying. A significant 
development was also pursued by asking counsellors who work with victims of crime what 
they perceived, both personally and professionally, to be the needs of victims. In this 
research, gaps in counselling practice have been discovered. Based on the data from this 
research, it was evident that changes are necessary so victims can have their needs met by 
counsellors and counselling practice. 
This premise is not a revelation since the last decade has witnessed very many 
suggestions from many different disciplines and systems to improve the services and support 
needed to help those victims whose lives have been struck by violent crime (APA, 1985; 
Andrews, 1992; Bard & Sangrey, 1980). Siegel (1983) verified that, "Political scientists, 
criminologists, sociologists, the mental health professions, government task force upon task 
force - all have failed to date to deal effectively with this social malignancy" (p. 1268). 
Recommendations from this research needed to be innovative to avoid reiterating prior 
suggestions that have not been considered nor implemented. 
Given the number of unfamiliar people who swiftly and without invitation become part 
of a victim's life following a violent and criminal act, it was tempting to make specific 
recommendations to each cluster of strangers. Specifically, there was a strong desire to 
suggest actions that should be taken by people such as the police, victim service workers, 
lawyers, judges, corrections personnel, and mental health personnel in the attempt to alleviate 
the impact of the traumatic experience on the victim. Recommendations of this sort would 
have been inconsistent with the intent of this research, thus the researcher had to focus on 
recommendations for counsellors and counselling practice. It is anticipated that people from 
the criminal justice and mental health fields will contemplate these recommendations and 
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understand that the ideas put forth in this section could be implemented by those individuals 
both within and outside of the counselling profession. These seven recommendations are 
listed beginning with specific and individual considerations and move to more systemic and 
global recommendations for change. 
The intention of these recommendations needs to be noted because they may appear to 
contradict one of the underlying principles of this research. This researcher stated in earlier 
chapters that victims' needs must be considered individually because people are unique and 
they vary in their experiences and needs following victimization. Although these 
recommendations describe the appropriate counselling practices that would meet the three 
needs identified by the seven victim-participants, the individual and specific needs of each 
victim can be observed and noted by a review of the significant factor loadings for each 
victim. The significant factor loadings for each victim denote the recommendations 
appropriate to meet the individual's identified needs. There was never the intention to group 
the seven victim-participants so that individuality and uniqueness were compromised. 
Counselling practice seems to be a diverse discipline because counsellors can provide 
services to all types of clients and/ or to a distinct clientele. Counsellors who assist a wide 
range of clients with diverse issues, problems, and needs can be considered generic. 
Whereas, counsellors who assist specific clients with distinctive issues, problems, and needs 
can be considered specialized. Specific to this research, counselling practice that primarily 
assists victims can be classified as specialized victim services counselling. The 
recommendations put forth in this research are applicable to both types of counsellors. 
Generic counsellors can learn and implement these strategies and become more effective with 
clients who may have victim status; and specialized victim services counsellors can also learn 
and implement these strategies to appropriately meet the special needs of victims. 
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The recommendations made in this research address the three needs that were 
identified by the victims. Before these recommendations are discussed, it is necessary to 
address counsellors' misperceptions that victims of violent crime need recognition of 
victimization. This circumstance may be interpreted from a counselling perspective in which 
the difference between recognition and acknowledgement is questioned. Counsellors may 
establish rapport by discussing the issue that has brought the client into the counselling 
practice. This effort to acknowledge the client's circumstance is appropriate to establish 
rapport. It becomes inappropriate when the counsellor continues to discuss the victimization 
as a means of offering recognition. These two situations (i.e., establishing rapport with 
acknowledgement and outrightly providing recognition as a counselling strategy throughout 
counselling sessions) appear to be differentiated by the level at which acknowledgement is 
provided. The initial counselling session(s) may require the counsellor to establish rapport by 
acknowledging their clients' victimizations, but later sessions require the counsellor to ask 
their clients to define an appropriate level of acknowledgement. Asking clients about their 
need for recognition will help to ensure that counsellors do not cross the line from providing 
acknowledgement to insisting upon recognition of victimization. 
The first recommendation is concerned with helping victims to regain control of their 
victimization. This was the first factor that emerged from the victim-participants' Q ·sorts. 
Counsellors can assist victims to regain control of their victimization by empowering victims. 
Egan (1994) stated that empowerment "should help clients discover and use their power at the 
service of problem management and opportunity development" (p. 57). Empowerment entails 
helping victims to discover their power and develop strategies to regain control. These may 
be difficult tasks for victims because they may have been feeling powerless and helpless since 
the time of the victimization and continuing throughout their involvement with the criminal 
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justice system. 
At the beginning of counselling, victims may question their ability to change their 
levels of control since powerlessness has been a prevalent part of the victimization. It is 
important for counsellors and victims to review the actual victimization and the ensuing 
judicial processes. This review provides victims with an illustrative picture of their current 
state of control and how this state evolved. This picture facilitates the process of setting 
goals for new and increased levels of control for victims. Counsellors can help victims to 
"challenge self-defeating beliefs and attitudes about themselves and substitute realistic beliefs 
about their ability to act" (Egan, 1994, p. 83). It is helpful for victims when they can 
become optimistic about regaining their levels of control. 
Counselling sessions which focus on empowerment can be classified as work sessions 
for victims. Victims and counsellors can work together to create programs for constructing a 
picture of change in the level of control, engaging in test trials that emphasize change in 
control, and anticipating obstacles so that alternate strategies to facilitate success can be 
prepared (Egan, 1994). While steps and goals are devised in conjunction with counsellors, 
the real and actual work is the responsibility of the victims. 
Since it is the victims who are performing the real and actual work, this does not 
imply that the counsellor's role is unimportant. While victims are working at regaining 
control of their victimization, counsellors need to provide continual and unconditional 
support. This support includes encouragement, positive regard, validation, recognition of 
achievements, and acceptance during success and failure (Hackney & Cormier, 1996). 
Counsellors' roles are imperative to support and assist victims as they regain control of their 
victimization. 
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Victims who are successful at regaining some control of their victimization may 
experience change in different facets of their lives. Based on highly ranked Q sort 
statements, increased control of their victimization may positively affect victims' coping, 
vindication, sense of order, mastery of the crisis situation, and regaining and maintaining 
strength in different fundamental aspects (i.e., emotional, psychological, behavioural, etc.). 
Encouragement and support from counsellors, which may foster global support, can imply to 
victims that support from other individuals is possible as they proceed in their counselling 
work. The goal of alleviating the impact of crime on victims may be acquired as counsellors 
assist victims to work at regaining control of their victimization. 
The second recommendation addresses the second need that emerged from the victims' 
Q sorts. This recommendation is concerned with helping victims to state their rights and 
request that these rights be acknowledged and acted upon. Through the Q sorting process, 
victims expressed a need for rights. These rights included: (1) the provision of counselling 
and contacts with social agencies, (2) vindication of victim blame and motive, (3) acceptance 
of victims' coping, (4) protection, (5) outreach services, (6) recognition that victims are 
reacting normally to an abnormal situation, and (7) acknowledgement of traumatization. 
Victims also indicated in the Q sorting process the strategies they would like to see changed 
and implemented so that agencies and systems can ensure that these rights are received by 
victims. Victims expressed the need for change through a shift of resources for victims 
(instead of criminals), change in provincial and federal legislation, evaluative research on 
victims, and a new combined and cooperative effort by every segment of society. 
Many of the strategies in the first recommendation can also be utilized by counsellors 
while they help victims obtain the rights they feel they are entitled. These counselling 
strategies include empowering and encouraging victims as counsellors assist victims with 
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goal-setting. This second recommendation adds the concept of teamwork which is facilitated 
by counsellor involvement. Regardless of the specific needs or rights being pursued by 
victims, counsellors may be required to closely support and become part of victims' teams in 
their endeavours to obtain their rights. Egan (1994) found that "helping clients to review 
their problems and the options they have for dealing with them is ... a central part of the 
helping process'·' (p. 7). This support is prescribed by the counsellor and is inclusive of the 
counsellor rather than directed or overseen by the counsellor. A sharing of efforts by victims 
and counsellors can increase victims' optimism, sense of security, ambition, and motivation. 
Egan (1994) described that counsellors can participate on the victim's team in three 
ways. First, counsellors can educate victims about the systems and their respective processes. 
This information better prepares victims so that the steps and goals to be used in obtaining 
their rights can be strategic, well-planned, and likely to succeed. Second, counsellors can 
play a consultant role whereby victims can discuss their feelings, ideas, and strategies with 
counsellors. Counsellors can then provide validation, encouragement, paraphrase the steps 
back to clients (so clients can check their strategy), and provide feedback on the 
appropriateness of the strategy. Third, counsellors can demonstrate through their words and 
actions that the counselling process is one of cooperation whereby victims, along with the 
assistance of counsellors, attempt to identify and receive the rights to which they feel they are 
entitled. 
The third recommendation is concerned with the ways in which counsellors can be of 
assistance as victims pursue retributive processes. Retribution was the third factor that 
emerged from the victims' Q sorts. Victims expressed retributive needs which included: (1) 
retrieval of property and/or compensation, (2) punishment of the offender, (3) police response 
that is courteous, respectful, and responsive, and (4) information about the status of the case 
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and judicial processes. Victims also expressed in the Q sorting process that these needs could 
be accomplished through changes in legislation, evaluative research, societal support, and 
resources. 
This recommendation also incorporates the two previous recommendations of 
empowerment and teamwork. This recommendation adds the role of advocate to counsellors' 
responsibilities. While victims expend effort and energy to seek out the agencies, systems, 
and processes that adjudicate retribution, counsellors can be supportive by providing 
encouragement, validation, and advocacy. In some instances, counsellors may need to make 
telephone calls or write letters to support and reinforce those aspects already stated by 
victims. Hackney and Cormier (1996) described that advocacy, "addresses such issues as 
power and how it can be manipulated, and political influence and how it can be used" (p. 
317). These actions can confirm for victims that counsellors do, in fact, believe in their 
efforts and that the support of counsellors is unconditional rather than restrictive. 
Advocacy also facilitates the amount and exchange of information between all parties 
involved. When counsellors advocate with victims there is an increase in the amount of 
communication with agencies and systems. This facilitates the potential for augmenting the 
amount of information provided to victims. Egan (1994) described that, "giving information 
is especially useful when lack of accurate information either is one of the principal causes of · 
a problem situation or is making an existing problem worse" (p. 179). This sharing of 
information enables victims and counsellors to make better informed decisions when 
strategizing and implementing goals. Advocacy by counsellors further exemplifies the 
support, dedication, and commitment they invest while victims pursue retribution of their 
offenders. 
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A fourth recommendation, supported by the results from this research, is concerned 
with the need for counsellors to be experienced in working with victims of crime. There 
needs to be a requirement stipulating that counsellor experience must contain substantial 
interaction with victims. Results from this research verified that this provision generated a 
higher number and scoring of factor loadings by experienced counsellors. Following an 
inquiry into victims of crime, Herrington (1985) revealed that "many members of the mental 
health community acknowledged they had not received training to help victims of crime, who 
are so desperately in need of support" (p. 99). This recommendation sanctions the need for 
counsellors to have a background that includes substantial work with victims so that 
experience becomes a means of verifying the knowledge and skills fundamental to help those 
most vulnerable following a violent crime. 
A fifth recommendation is concerned with the provision of multiple services· through 
counsellors. This recommendation emanates from a combination of research results and the 
first four recommendations. First, since counsellors were unable to correctly perceive the 
needs of victims, it can be understood that other types of professionals would also experience 
this same difficulty. Second, since the first four recommendations explain how counsellors 
are able to meet the identified needs of victims through empowerment, teamwork, and 
advocacy, counsellors should be the individuals to provide continual services regardless of the 
specific need. It would be optimum for the counsellor, who is knowledgeable and 
experienced with systems and procedures because of experience in counselling and 
victimology, to assist victims in all areas. This is inclusive of compensation boards, criminal 
justice information and procedures, court proceedings and accompaniment, and strategies and 
tools for coping and prevention. This liaison component drastically reduces the number of 
strangers who invade the victim's life, and provides accurate information and efficient 
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assistance through a counsellor who is knowledgeable and capitalizes on the bureaucratic and 
systematic protocols. This suggestion also addresses Stuebing's (1984) notion that service 
provision by numerous and varied agencies, creates the cracks into which victims fall. This 
recommendation also emphasizes the advocacy component wherein forms, phone calls, and 
information can be provided by the counsellor who has been a consistent source of support. 
The sixth recommendation focuses on a more global level and it asserts that research 
should be implemented. The need for research was evident in the highly ranked placement of 
research statements. Each factor, regardless of the need identified, reflected the desire for 
research into victims, their needs, and services or programs to meet these needs. This is not 
to insinuate that previous research has not been performed, but rather research practice must 
change in two respects. First, future research must focus on asking victims what they need, 
rather than referencing criminal justice personnel or others who have to work with victims 
because of their job requirements. Allport (1962) concurred with this stipulation in his 
statement that, "too often we fail to consult the richest of all sources of data, namely, the 
subject's own self-knowledge" (p. 414). It is necessary to evaluate change based on the 
experiences and needs of those who have lived through the suffering. Second, continual 
evaluation is required to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of current protocols. This 
determination should appraise the changes or additional services and support that are 
required. This recommendation may be a transforming force because projects and services 
currently in existence to fulfill victims' needs have been developed without regard to or 
investigation into victims' expressed needs (Shapland, 1986). To reiterate, victims must be 
the individuals consulted to build and evaluate theories and protocols for assisting victims 
following violent crime. 
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The seventh and last recommendation calls for a need for change in the systems. 
Since counsellors' perspectives were very different from victims', this difference provided 
evidence that not enough is known about victims, their needs, and how to meet these needs. 
Given the numerous and different persons and agencies victims are forced to interact with, it 
cannot be assumed that only counsellors need to become informed. All persons in society, 
and especially those involved with the differing victim services systems, need to learn and 
respond appropriately to victims and their needs. Until protocols and procedures are 
established, implemented, and evaluated, the specific systematic changes can not and should 
not be proposed. Herrington (1985) encouraged that, "the fight against crime and the effort 
to restore the lives of its victiins requires the concerted, cooperative action of every segment 
of society" (p. 99). This citation was used in the Q sample and it ranked significantly in 
each factor produced by the victims. It is ascertained that both victims and counsellors who 
should work closely with victims be the major contributors to all aspects of change. The 
importance and involvement of victims and counsellors can not be understated nor 
emphasized enough. 
Implications for Counselling 
The outcomes of this study have led the researcher to consider the implications of the 
results for counselling practice. These implications are focused on the special techniques 
utilized by counsellors. They go above and beyond the usual sympathetic and compassionate 
reactions that untrained people may provide to the victim. The fact that counsellors did not 
rate two factors that were very important to the victims and rated another factor that was not 
important to the victims, suggests that more can be done in the area of counselling for 
victims. 
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It is suggested that counsellors become more familiar with psychological, emotional, 
biological, interpersonal, cognitive, and philosophical outcomes of victimization. Resource 
information to train in the counselling area must have a major component that consists of 
victims' viewpoints. This researcher would go further to say that it might be useful to have 
victim representation in any work that is used to educate professionals and para-professionals. 
It would be useful for those counsellors who are or anticipate working with victims, to 
examine the theoretical frameworks from which they counsel to see if these frameworks are 
useful in aiding victims. For example, the constructivist framework holds that everyone 
functions from their own reality, therefore it is important for the counsellor to function from 
the client's (or victim's) frame of reference. In this case, clients' needs may be more 
efficiently met when counsellors explore the needs as defined by clients. 
In special instances, the counsellor may need to conduct critical incident stress 
debriefing (CISD) to meet the needs of victims. This is useful when victims are confused or 
in shock and unable to determine or state their needs. CISD can help victims to attain a 
point where they can refocus and rationally consider and articulate their subjective needs. In 
any circumstance, it is necessary for the counsellor to implement professional assistance in 
different yet appropriate modes to meet the diverse needs of victims. 
More research needs to be done to continue this study and replicate the Q method 
process in victim studies. Research should explore, in more depth, differences betWeen 
perspectives of counsellors and victims, and why those differences exist. Research should 
also include how different concepts may be viewed differently by counsellors, as a group, 
versus victims, as a group. 
According to the response of victims, certain types of techniques used by counsellors 
could be stressed when dealing with victims. When considering the need for victims to 
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regain control of their victimization, there are specific counselling techniques that can be 
effective. These include techniques that address building or rebuilding of personal power and 
self-trust; and those. used to promote the clients' feelings of control in the counselling 
process. When assisting victims with their need to pursue their rights, an effective technique 
includes aiding clients in both the re-establishment and communication of boundaries. When 
helping victims to pursue agencies and systems that can meet victims' needs for retribution, a 
counselling technique useful for victims addresses safety needs and increases feelings of 
personal safety (this is related to perception of personal power). Clients should also be aided 
in feeling they are unconditionally supported by their counsellors and that there is no 
pre-judgment of them based on their victim status. Of course, all techniques should be 
adapted to focus specifically on individual victim's needs. 
Conclusions 
The perspectives of victims' needs were identified by victims of violent crime and 
counsellors who work with victims. These needs included: (1) recognition of victimization, 
(2) victim control of their victimization, and (3) retribution. The victims and counsellors 
both contributed to the identification of these needs, but each group contributed in distinctly 
different ways. 
The group of victims identified their needs as: (1) victim control of their 
victimization, (2) victim's rights, and (3) retribution. This ordering reflects the level of 
significance designated by this group. It is important to note that recognition of victimization 
was not identified by the victim group. 
The group of counsellors itemized and ranked their perspective of victims' needs as: 
(1) recognition of victimization and (2) victim control of their victimization. The need for 
victim's rights and retribution was not relevant to this group. 
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Analysis of victims' needs distinguished by each group suggests that counsellors 
incorrectly perceive victims' needs. This is evident because counsellors did not unequivocally 
perceive the needs as identified or ordered by victims nor did they identify two major 
categories of needs identified by victims. Fortunately, counsellors can be said to have a 
limited understanding because they recognized the need for victims to regain control their 
victimization, even though the degree of importance was erroneous. Counsellors can be 
viewed as perceptive of victims' needs on one account, but this may be tempered by the fact 
that they forego two other significant needs of victims or their assistance is provided with 
mistaken timeliness due to a misunderstanding of victims' priorities. 
The results ascertained in this study are valuable in many respects. This study adds to 
the counselling and victimology literature an important understanding of the needs of victims 
of violent crime and how counsellors' perspectives of these needs are synonymous or 
different. As counselling practice becomes increasingly utilized following victimization, 
counsellor education and experience must include actual and factual information provided by 
those victims who have experienced initial trauma by the offender and secondary trauma 
experienced through interaction with the current systems intended to assist victims. 
Therefore, literature which depicts victims' needs and associates the level of agreement with 
counsellors' perspectives encourages advanced learning, future research, and self-reflection. 
The qualitative nature of Q methodology utilized in this research helped to gain a 
better understanding of victims' needs from the perspectives of victims and counsellors. This 
research also served to disrupt previously held assumptions regarding victims. This interferes 
with the tendency to consult persons and agencies instead of the victims. It focused on 
generalized counselling practice and personnel and not those individuals who represent 
disciplines or agencies which possess vested interests. This research focused on those persons 
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who personally experience violent victimization and those who have the desire to help people 
by means of counselling processes. 
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APPENDIX A: Criminal Code Definitions 
Part VIII - OFFENCES AGAINST THE PERSON AND REPUTATION 
BODILY HARM AND ACTS AND OMISSIONS CAUSING DANGER TO THE 
PERSON 
CAUSING BODILY HARM WITH INTENT- Firearm 
244. 
Every one who, with intent 
(a) to wound, maim or disfigure any person, 
(b) to endanger the life of any person, or 
(c) to prevent the arrest or detention of any person, discharges a firearm at any 
person, whether or not that person is the person mentioned in paragraph (a), 
(b) or (c), is guilty of an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a 
term not exceeding fourteen years and to a minimum punishment of 
imprisonment for a term of four years. (p. CC/426). 
CAUSING BODILY HARM WITH INTENT- Air Gun or Pistol 
244.1 
Every one who, with intent 
(a) to wound, maim or disfigure any person, 
. (b) to endanger the life of any person, or 
(c) to prevent the arrest or detention of any person, discharges an air or 
compressed gas gun or pistol at any person, whether or not that person is the 
person mentioned in paragraph (a), (b) or (c), is guilty of an indictable offence 







No person shall, without lawful authority and knowing that another person is harassed 
or recklessly as to whether the other person is harassed, engage in conduct referred to 
in subsection (2) that causes that other person reasonably, in all the circumstances, to 
fear for their safety or the safety of anyone known to them. 
The conduct mentioned in subsection (1) consists of 




repeatedly communicating with, either directly or indirectly, the other person 
or anyone known to them; 
besetting or watching the dwelling-house, or place where the other person, or 
anyone known to them, resides, works, carries on business or happens to be; 
or 
(d) engaging in threatening conduct directed at the other person or any member of 
their family. 
(3) Every person who contravenes this section is guilty of 
(a) an indictable offence and is liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 
five years; or 
(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction. 
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(4) Where a person is convicted of an offence under this section, the court imposing the . 
sentence on the person shall consider as an aggravating factor that, at the time the 
offence was committed, the person contravened 
(a) the terms or conditions of an order made pursuant to section 161 or a 
recognizance entered into pursuant to section 810, 810.1 or 810.2; or 
(b) the terms or conditions of any other order or recognizance made or entered 
into under the common law or a provision of this or any other Act of 
Parliament or of a province that is similar in effect to an order or recognizance 
referred to in paragraph (a). 
(5) Where the court is satisfied of the existence of an aggravating factor referred to in 
subsection (4), but decides not to give effect to it for sentencing purposes, the court 
shall give reasons for its decision (p. CC/499-500). 
UTTERING THREATS 
264.1 
(1) Every one commits an offence who, in any manner, knowingly utters, conveys or 
causes any person to receive a threat 
(a) to cause death or bodily harm to any person; 
(b) to burn, destroy or damage real or personal property; or 
(c) to kill, poison or injure an animal or bird that is the property of 
any person. 
(2) Every one who commits an offence under paragraph (1)(a) is guilty of 
(a) an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not 
exceeding five years; or 
(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction and liable to 
imprisonment for a term not exceeding eighteen months. 
(3) Every one who commits an offence under paragraph (l)(b) or (c) 
(a) is guilty of an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not 
exceeding two years; or 
(b) is guilty of an offence punishable on summary conviction (p. CC/500-501). 
ASSAULT 
265. 
(1) A person commits an assault when 
(a) without the consent of another person, he applies force intentionally to that 
(b) 
(c) 
other person, directly or indirectly; 
he attempts or threatens, by an act or a gesture, to apply force to another 
person, if he has, or causes that other person to believe upon reasonable 
grounds that he has, present ability to effect his purpose; or 
while openly wearing or carrying a weapon or an imitation thereof, he accosts 
or impedes another person or begs. 
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(2) This section applies to all forms of assault, including sexual assault, sexual assault 
with a weapon, threats to a third party or causing bodily harm and aggravated sexual 
assault. 
(3) For the purposes of this section, no consent is obtained where the complainant submits 
or does not resist by reason of 
(a) the application of force to the complainant or to a person other than the 
complainant; 
(b) threats or fear of the application of force to the complainant or to a person 
other than the complainant; 
(c) fraud; or 
(d) the exercise of authority. 
(4) Where an accused alleges that he believed that the complainant consented to the 
conduct that is the subject-matter of the charge, a judge, if satisfied that there is 
sufficient evidence and that, if believed by the jury, the evidence would constitute a 
defence, shall instruct the jury, when reviewing all the evidence relating to the 
determination of the honesty of the accused's belief, to consider the presence or 
absence of reasonable grounds for that belief {p. CC/502). 
ASSAULT 
266. 
(1) Every one who commits an assault is guilty of 
(a) an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding five 
years; or 
(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction (p. CC/505). 
ASSAULT WITH A WEAPON OR CAUSING BODILY HARM 
267. 
Every one who, in committing an assault, 
(a) carries, uses or threatens to use a weapon or an imitation thereof, or 
(b) causes bodily harm to the complainant, 
is guilty of an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term 
not exceeding ten years or an offence punishable on summary 
conviction and liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding eighteen 






Every one commits an aggravated assault who wounds, maims, disfigures or 
endangers the life of the complainant. 
Every one who commits an aggravated assault is guilty of an indictable offence and 
liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding fourteen years 
For greater certainty, in this section, "wounds" or "maims" includes to excise, 
infibulate or mutilate, in whole or in part, the labia majora, labia minora or clitoris of 
a person, except where 
(a) a surgical procedure is performed, by a person duly qualified by 
provincial law to practise medicine, for the benefit of the physical 
health of the person or for the purpose of that person having normal 
reproductive functions or normal sexual appearance or function; or 
(b) the person is at least eighteen years of age and there is no resulting 
bodily harm (p. CC/507-508). 
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(4) For the purposes of this section and section 265, no consent to the excision, 
infibulation or mutilation, in whole or in part, of the labia majora, labia minora or 
clitoris of a person is valid, except in the cases described in paragraphs (3)(a) and (b). 
UNLAWFULLY CAUSING BODILY HARM. 
269. Every one who unlawfully causes bodily harm to any person is guilty of 
(a) an indictable offence and liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding ten 
years; or 
(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction and liable to imprisonment for a 
term not exceeding eighteen months (p. CC/509). 
SEXUAL ASSAULT 
271. 
(1) Every one who commits a sexual assault is guilty of 
(a) an indictable offence and is liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding ten 
years; or 
(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction and liable to imprisonment for a 
term not exceeding eighteen months (p. CC/512). 
SEXUAL ASSAULT WITH A WEAPON. THREATS TO A THIRD PARTY OR 




Every person commits an offence who, in committing a sexual assault, 
(a) carries, uses or threatens to use a weapon or an imitation of a weapon; 
(b) threatens to cause bodily harm to a person other than the complainant; 
(c) causes bodily harm to the complainant; or 
(d) is a party to the offence with any other person. 
Every person who commits an offence under subsection (1) is guilty of an indictable 
offence and liable 
(a) where a firearm is used in the commission of the offence, to imprisonment for 
(b) 
a term not exceeding fourteen years and to a minimum punishment of 
imprisonment for a term of four years; and 
in any other case, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding fourteen years (p. 
CC/515). 




Every one commits an aggravated sexual assault who, in committing a sexual assault, 
wounds, maims, disfigures or endangers the life of the complainant. 
Every person who commits an aggravated sexual assault is guilty of an indictable 
offence and liable 
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(a) where a firearm is used in the commission of the offence, to imprisonment for 
life and to a minimum punishment of imprisonment for a term of four years; 
and 
(b) in any other case, to imprisonment for life (p. CC/517). 
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APPENDIX B: Statement Concourse 
The far left column indicates where the statement was placed in the statement 
structuring matrix (Table 3.1, p. 74). The second column from the left indicates the random 
number assigned to that statement because it was used in the Q sample. The statements used 
in the Q sample have been marked in bold. The third column from the left indicates the 
numbering of statements 1 through 176 for identification purposes. 
2 1 Unfortunately, many people believe it is a sign of failure to need 
professional counselling or therapy. 
10 2 If the victim receives support in recovery from other people, this 
damaged sense of trust can begin to be repaired. 
10 3 The emotional support you (i.e., victim services) can provide in 
helping the victim cope with the primary victimization will help to 
minimize the victim 1 s feelings of injustice, indignity, and isolation. 
9 4 When providing support for victims, it is very important that you 
(i.e., the victim service worker) clarify what support means to them. 
10 5 It is important that you (i.e., victim services) reassure the person that 
what she or he is experiencing is perfectly normal. 
10 6 It is important that each person Is feelings be validated. Emphasize 
that there are no "right" or "wrong" feelings . 
10 7 ... no matter what type of person or victim experience you (i.e., 
victim services) are dealing with, your job is to make your clients feel 
better about themselves . 
10 8 ... you (i.e., victim services) can empower victims and help them 
move from "hopeless and helpless" to taking control of their lives 
again . 
9 9 .. . your (i.e., victim services) goal is to help the victim deal with the 
immediate trauma, and subsequently with the realities, of the medical, 
police, and justice systems. 
10 10 Reassure victims that suffering will lessen over time, but is not likely 
that they will ever totally forget the traumatic event. 
13 19 11 Because reducing the amount of crime is a difficult task at 
present, alleviating the impact of crime among victims may be 
our best strategy for dealing with the crime problem. 
5 22 12 It has been suggested, for example, that victimization will 
and produce less fear if victims can convince themselves that little 
7 harm was done, and that steps can be taken to prevent further 
victimization. 
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6 13 If crime victims are to remain psychologically healthy and continue 
functioning in a relatively normal manner, they must convince 
themselves that the particular victimization they suffered was not 
harmful. 
6 14 By neutralizing the impact of crime, victims are able to preserve their 
emotional health and continue functioning in a relatively normal 
manner. 
6 15 The victim may feel as if he or she needs to seal off the feelings so 
that they will not interfere with getting back to normal at work and in 
social situations. 
1 16 The victim needs to have some structure provided in a suddenly 
chaotic world, some help in restoring order. 
10 17 Minutes of skillful support by any sensitive person immediately after 
the crime can be worth more than hours of professional counselling 
later. 
6 45 18 The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a number 
of distressing emotions including fear, anger, sadness, self-pity, 
and guilt. 
6 26 19 Crime victims have an almost universal need to construct a 
reason for their violation, to find an answer to the question, 
"Why me?" 
10 20 As victims become able to talk about their feelings, they need a 
sympathetic, interested audience. 
9 21 It is clear that victims often tum to others for help in an effort to cope 
with the consequences of the experience. 
9 22 It is important that careful and deliberate intervention be initiated 
early by those who are in first contact with the victim and be 
continued by those who intervene more formally at later times. 
1 21 23 ... who provides help is not as important as the fact that help is 
provided. 
3 29 24 Important contributions can be made to services aimed at helping 
victims by building theories systematically on the basis of 
experience and by designing, implementing, and rigorously 
evaluating interventions as field trials. 
4 9 25 ... the system's resources are almost entirely devoted to the 
criminal, and little remains for those who have sustained harm at 
the criminal's hands. 
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12 35 26 A network of psychologists interested in providing help to 
victims and those who work with victims should be established. 
12 27 More psychologists should become involved in initiating and 
evaluating changes in the criminal justice system designed to 
ameliorate the problems victims experience in that system. 
11 28 Training models for criminal justice personnel who work with victims 
of crime should be produced. 
11 46 29 Continued evaluation research on victim-oriented practices 
within the criminal justice system should be encouraged. 
9 30 More psychologists who are prepared to do so should actually provide 
and services directly to victims, to indigenous helping systems, and in the 
12 criminal justice system. 
11 31 Training models for crisis intervention personnel should be produced. 
11 32 Training models for mental health professionals should be produced. 
11 33 Psychologists should be more involved in gaining knowledge about the 
victim experience and about helpful interventions for victims. 
15 28 34 Greater federal funding should be encouraged for research on 
societal reactions to victimization. 
11 35 Research should examine the development of new therapeutic tools to 
meet the special needs of victims. 
14 30 36 There should be greater public awareness of the mental health 
needs of victims and the ways psychology and psychologists can 
help victims. 
13 1 37 A public awareness campaign on the mental health needs of 
victims should be instituted. 
12 17 38 Greater efforts should be undertaken for new federal and state 
legislation that is designed to increase victims' participation in 
the police investigation process, prosecutorial decision making, 
bail hearings, the trial process, sentencing, and parole hearings. 
10 39 Given the victim Is tendency to take the blame for the attack, 
significant others have an important role to play in alleviating the 
victim Is loss of self-esteem. 
1 40 It seems obvious, however, that greater attention should be paid to the 
victim. ·-
10 42 41 It is clear that one must go beyond the material loss and physical 
injury experienced by the victim to understand why being a 
victim is so often traumatizing. 
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7 37 42 One begins to get back on top of the situation through 
considering or taking precautions against crime, usually by 
restricting one's range of activities so as not to fall prey again. 
9 43 ... other persons must respond with concern and respect for the 
victim's full plight, including his or her efforts toward sensemaking. 
6 44 Victims of both property crimes and violence often express a need for 
retaliation soon after the crime has been committed. 
9 45 Given these strong and sometimes conflicting reactions, the victim 
may be especially responsive to social support during this phase. 
5 49 46 Successfully coping with victimization can serve as a growth-
promoting experience for victims . 
8 13 47 . . . victims can improve their outcomes by retrieving their stolen 
property or by obtaining compensation from a third party such as 
an insurance company. 
6 48 .. .it is important for victims to keep their stress within tolerable 
limits, to maintain a positive self-concept and a good outlook on the 
victimization, and to develop a realistic view of the victimization .... 
9 49 Regardless of its form, aid from others appears to be an essential 
component of victims' ability to cope with the victimization . 
10 50 . . . positive social support after victimization can maintain and enhance 
self-esteem . 
10 51 . . . the more supporters victims had, the sooner they got over the 
post-traumatic stress of victimization. 
10 52 ... support from family, friends, the helping and legal professions, and 
the community at large is vital in the recovery and readjustment of 
crime victims. 
9 53 Family members and friends appear to help victims in several ways. 
10 54 ... by being available to talk with the victim about the event, the 
victim is able to express depression, sadness, and other emotions. 
1 55 A second form of support is to assist the victim in problem solving. 
1 48 56 Last, the victim needs to know that these supports are 
unconditionally available. 
10 57 ... family, friends, and neighbors can help victims to reevaluate the 
seriousness of the event and/or reduce their feelings of inequity by 
helping victims to identify and locate the offender. 
9 27 58 ... victims often seek help from the police in coping with their 
victimization. 
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10 59 . . . prosecuting the criminal can also legitimate the experience of the 
victim and can, therefore, help to decrease negative reactions. 
10 6 60 When the police are responsive to the victim's needs, the victim 
will often feel comforted and reassured. 
3 61 The coping responses of victims deserve more research attention. 
3 62 More must be learned about the sources of victim distress and the 
victim's choice of coping response. 
16 16 63 The fight against crime and the effort to restore the lives of its 
victims requires the concerted, cooperative action of every 
segment of society . 
6 64 . . . victims often must try to repair all that the crime has destroyed, and 
what cannot be repaired must be endured. 
10 65 Develop and provide immediate and long-term psychological treatment 
program~ for victims of crime and their families. 
11 66 Establish training programs that will enable practitioners to treat crime 
victims and their families. 
11 14 67 Study the immediate and long-term psychological effects of 
criminal victimization. 
3 68 We need to better understand how victims are affected by continually 
reliving their experiences during the investigative process and court 
proceedings- even at the hands of well-meaning doctors, friends, 
counselors, and clergy. 
10 69 The mental health community should also work with public agencies, 
victim compensation boards, and private insurers to make 
psychological treatment readily available to crime victims and their 
families . 
10 70 ... mental health professionals should work closely with public and 
private agencies to ensure the victims receive the treatment they 
reqmre. 
12 4 71 The mental health community should establish and maintain 
direct liaison with other victim service agencies . 
10 72 . . . the sensitive treatment of crime victims because, to the victim, the 
judge is the personification of justice . 
1 73 ... maintaining a victims's assistance network and developing training 
and modules for criminal justice professionals. 
11 
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8 3 74 One of the most important goals of the victims movement is 
better coordination between the mental health community and the 
criminal justice system. 
10 75 Those who bear this task (i.e., redress wrongs and prevent future 
and victimizations) can be trained to be more sensitive to the victim's 
11 trauma, but the healing of the victim's psychological wounds must be 
under taken by the mental health community . 
10 76 . . . organize support groups to help victims cope with emotional 
and reactions afterward. 
12 
1 77 ... accompany victims and their families to court through the long, 
often convoluted trial proceedings. 
13 11 78 If not for compassion's sake, then for pragmatic reasons, it is 
vital that the innocent victims of crime be given the support they 
deserve as citizens of a nation promising justice for all. 
3 79 Informational needs, although mentioned briefly by many writers and 
quite often identified as the most common need of all, have until 
recently received surprisingly little prominence in comparison with 
others . 
3 80 . . .if the victim has to appear as a witness, there is a common desire 
for a general briefing on court procedures and quite often a need for 
specific legal advice . 
3 81 . . . victims of reported offenses express a need for information on 
and crime prevention or on progress of the case than for any other kind of 
11 service. 
4 82 The practical needs most often identified include help with cleaning up 
or repairs to damaged property, fitting new locks, replacing stolen 
documents or credit cards, filling in complex claim forms, 
transportation (e.g. to and from hospital), child minding, and the 
provision of immediate funds . 
4 51 83 . . . victims of violent crime are often faced with early expenses in 
replacing spectacles, clothing, etc. 
4 84 Victims of violent crime have also been shown to need help with 
transportation if regular visits are required to doctors or hospitals . 
9 85 . . . victims of crimes against the person needed "someone to stay with 
to provide security/protection," .... 
3 86 The most difficult area of need to quantify has always been that of 
emotional or psychological needs. 
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9 87 ... service agencies should not give special priority to any one group 
but should be open to victims of all ages, both sexes and all social 
classes . 
1 88 . . . evidence of severe emotional impact, such as crying, trembling or 
fear, or ofemotional needs, such as for "someone to talk to," does 
not tell us whether, say, sympathy from a neighbor or a policeman 
would in most cases be sufficient to alleviate the worst effects, or 
whether there is a need for professional help on a massive scale . 
1 89 . . . "routine practical assistance, moral support and reassurance about 
and personal safety" may be sufficient in the vast majority of cases. 
4 
3 90 ... lack of evidence about what kinds of support are appropriate to and 
have a measurable effect upon the speed and completeness of victims'-
recovery from such crimes . 
10 91 ... extra assistance which might be provided by agencies is primarily a 
means of easing and speeding natural recovery and of making it more 
complete, and that such assistance need not be of a greatly 
sophisticated kind . 
1 92 . . . agency support as a prerequisite for full recovery within a 
and reasonable period, and for help to be pitched at a somewhat higher 
10 level than simple short-term assistance . 
3 . 38 93 ... researchers need to develop more sophisticated methods of 
assessing the seriousness of such effects and of determining what 
levels of support are most appropriate . 
3 94 . . . a widespread need for information, about the progress of police 
and investigations, about crime prevention and about compensation. 
11 
9 95 ... a need for special service agencies, from which victims of all types 
of crime can obtain information, practical help and emotional support . 
9 43 . 96 ... victims' needs are not a fixed, objectively discernible and 
quantifiable entity: they are in some sense negotiated with the 
person or agency offering assistance . 
9 12 97 ... one of the necessary prerequisites for a fully effective victim 
assistance program is the existence of an outreach element, 
whereby victims are individually offered information about the 
kinds of services available and help in understanding the possible 
relevance of such services to their own situation. 
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11 98 ... substitute forms of outreach should be developed, such as telephone 
calls or letters from the agency, or the routine provision of 
information sheets and explanations of existing services by the police. 
10 99 General goals of therapy when working with crime victims include 
helping a person to work through the problematic thoughts and 
feelings instigated by the event which interfere with current 
functioning. 
10 100 The patient should be helped to re-establish a sense of competence and 
control, even if the trauma has resulted in some real and ongoing 
limitations. 
2 7 101 An examination of personal meanings attached to the event, 
relationships, and self images can lead to greater self-awareness 
and provide an opportunity for psychological growth. 
10 102 .. .it can be helpful for the therapist to try to empathize with the 
patient . . 
10 103 ... short-term treatment, of the type described (i.e., brief 
psychotherapy), can be an effective way to help the victim of violent 
crime work through and integrate what could otherwise be an 
overwhelming trauma. It can also help to prevent chronic pathology 
which can result after victimization. 
6 104 The survivor must adapt to losses, manage stress, and mobilize coping 
resources. 
2 105 Survivors generally seek justice, recoupment of losses, healing, and 
and growth. 
4 
4 106 The quest for protection, vengeance, and fulfillment of social 
responsibility to society are common themes voiced by survivors. 
4 25 107 The survivor may need to flee to a safe place for protection. 
1 108 The survivor may need information, transportation, and a range of 
support in order to access direct aid. 
1 50 109 Survivors need courtesy and respect to help them maintain their 
dignity in the helpseeking process. 
1 110 A supportive recovery environment can mediate the impact of new 
demands, addressing such tangible needs as protective and informative 
police response, medical and psychological care, financial assistance, 
social support, time off from work, child care, transportation, and 
minimized stigma. 
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2 111 Individuals, families, neighborhoods, and organizations that are 
victimized must engage in a recovery process in order for the harmful 
consequences to be minimized. 
6 112 The survivor must solve the problems presented by the victimization 
while managing emotions. 
6 34 113 When the victimization has been sudden, the survivor's initial 
task is to master the crisis of the impact, attaining control of the 
immediate situation and managing intense emotions. 
6 114 Once the immediate situation has been mastered, the longer road to 
recovery begins as the survivor adjusts thoughts, feelings, beliefs, 
behaviors, and relationships. 
2 115 Survivors may need help in gaining new awareness about what 
happened, even recounting or reenacting the event so that feelings can 
be mastered. 
6 116 The survivor may need to remember incrementally, focusing on one 
aspect or another of the event. 
2 117 Recognizing and accepting what is gone forever is essential for the 
survivor to feel connected with the past and ready to move into the 
future. 
2 118 A key to healing is to accept the losses, giving up those parts of their 
lives that are over. 
6 119 Whether one family member is victimized or all are together, each 
member must work through his or her own recovery. 
1 120 Often a survivor needs all these forms of help (i.e., emotional 
support, encouragement, advice, companionship, and tangible aid), 
but his or her helpseeking behavior is blocked. 
6 33 121 The survivor must simultaneously gain physical, material, and 
psychosocial strengths while overcoming losses and stress, 
including new demands imposed by the recovery process. 
6 122 The survivor must prepare for the future, which includes vulnerability 
to relapse. 
10 123 Throughout the recovery process, survivors need accurate information 
and (i.e., the case), sensitive understanding, and esteem by caregivers. 
11 
4 124 Most survivors want justice. 
2 125 Survivors need information about services, realistic expectations about 
the recovery process, and a chance to have their needs recognized. 
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9 47 126 Hence victims need to feel that the people around them are self-
controlled and are capable ofprotecting them. 
5 41 127 Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in their own 
environment, while attempting to cope with the chaos that the 
assault has brought to their lives. 
10 8 128 The person needs assurance that he or she was (and is) reacting 
normally to an abnormal situation, and many need frequent 
reassurance that they are accepted by their therapist. 
6 129 Many victims of terror need to review obsessively the events that 
occurred during their period of captivity, analyzing and working 
through their reactions and what they had done. 
3 39 130 A victim needs this missing information (i.e., what had actually 
taken place), but only in a context that he or she can 
acknowledge and accept. 
10 131 A victim needs to be encouraged to express his or her anger toward an 
attacker, and the clinician should provide reassurance that this anger 
will not bring on any revenge or reprisal . 
2 132 . . . victims in treatment must be understood as normal people who are, 
for a period of time, thrown dramatically off balance by abnormal 
events, who suffer and endure, who may question their sanity and 
their virtue, who have a predilection for self-blame, who are at risk 
for physical and emotional illness, who respond well to succor and 
support, who can be helped with expert care, and who can be harmed 
by ignorance under a mask of expertise. 
12 20 133 Eventually we will have a diagnosis of victim stress disorder 
based on clinical evidence and treatment paradigms. 
4 134 She did need a refuge. 
2 135 She did need respect and caring. 
• 2 10 136 ... psychological changes, as well as the physical recovery, are 
part of the growth from victim status to survivor status. 
2 137 The overall goal of post-traumatic therap·y ... .is for the victims to 
become survivors, to reassume control and mastery of themselves, 
their resources, and their lives. 
6 138 An enhanced sense of physical well-being counteracts depression and 
self-deprecation and possibly aids in the physical healing of wounds. 
Physical activity is a well-known coping mechanism for managing 
stress. 
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4 44 139 ... set up a program not only to help witnesses but also to 
respond quickly to victims, sometimes at the scene of the crime, 
whether or not there would be an arrest and prosecution. 
9 140 Emergency-response services should be available to victims as soon as 
they contact someone - the police, a crisis hotline, a neighbor, and so 
-for help. 
2 141 ... the victim should be made to feel as safe and secure as possible. 
2 23 142 ... let victims tell their stories at their own pace, if circumstances 
permit it . 
10 143 ... recommend that the officer move from talk of "you" the victim, to 
"we" in law enforcement wanting to help, to "I" the officer needing 
some information from you. The process is one of trying to nurture 
the victim away from a state of understandable self-absorption . 
11 144 . . . training law enforcement agency in the techniques of crisis 
and management and of giving them, and the victims, a backup team of 
12 crisis intervention specialists, preferably ones who are available to go 
to the scene of the crime and start working with the victims as soon as 
the responding officer has done his initial job. 
1 145 That (i.e., eliminate needless stressors) can be achieved when the 
victims' need to know, to have their views treated with respect (if not 
necessarily followed), is honored . 
4 146 . . .in addition to practical assistance such as transportation, child care, 
and and the like during a court appearance, it is imperative in some cases 
10 to prepare the victim well for the upcoming experience and to provide 
him with special support on the day of the court appearance . 
1 147 . . . services need to reach all types of victims. 
11 40 148 ... mental health professions become more informed and involved 
in victim services. 
1 149 Self-help groups for most crime victims have proved effective .... 
11 150 An inexpensive network of trained volunteers provides support and 
and educational information. 
12 
2 151 For some crime and violence victims, good fast intervention often 
does speed the recovery process. 
10 2 152 Actually, society's recognition that it was not their fault and that 
they didn't cause the trauma they were forced to experience may 
be the single most significant message necessary for victims to 
regain their sense of power. 
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2 153 ... the goal of all intervention is to empower the victim. 
8 15 154 Victims heal faster when they observe the abuser receiving some 
punishment: there is a need to right the wrong that has been done 
to them. 
9 155 Victims do not understand neutrality; they need a professional who is 
also an advocate on their side. 
9 156 But most all, victims need contact with good, decent, and 
compassionate professionals. 
10 157 ... coping means talking to others in order to express emotions, to seek 
and information, and to be recognized as victims. 
11 
7 18 158 To strengthen one's own forces by doing something concrete and 
tangible (i.e., karate or other direct action) reduced future 
vulnerability and thus fights fear. 
2 159 Some of the interviewees did not like being called victims because it 
implies weakness, being a loser. 
5 31 160 There was no one who did nothing at all, hoping that time alone 
would do the healing. 
6 161 Further activities, like praying or meditating, helped to reappraise the 
meaning of the event for one's future life. 
9 162 Because all victims felt the need to communicate, the reactions of 
significant others played a crucial role for the development of coping 
processes. 
9 163 In general victims looked very carefully for persons who could be 
trusted. 
1 164 Effective assistance would try to rechannel energy focused on hoping 
for a health miracle and try to find adequate alternatives by 
emphasizing what options are still open. 
1 32 165 .. .it is necessary to accept the victim's way of coping, never to 
blame him or her, and always to treat him or her seriously. 
10 166 This support (i.e., social aid and support) can prevent the victim from 
developing feelings of guilt, blame, and shame while brooding on the 
problems and is particularly needed by more isolated people with 
fewer coping resources of their own. 
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3 167 Victims expect at least some information on the progress of the case, 
and protection in situations when it is dangerous to cooperate with the 
12 system, some active role in the conduct of the case, and a satisfactory 
resolution of the matter, all of this within a reasonable amount of 
time. 
3 36 168 Most of all, victims want to prevent a recurrence of their 
victimization. 
3 169 Just as in the medical field it has been learned that preventing instead 
of just curing illness should be the foremost goal of medicine and is 
the only way to improve a population's health on a more permanent 
basis, so we are learning that preventing victimization must at least go 
hand in hand with treatment. 
10 170 Victims are in need of information and reassurance from the police, 
and and most of the time they get what they need. 
11 
11 24 171 The kind of information victims most want from the police is 
information on further procedures. 
2 172 - lessen the immediate impact of a disruptive stressful crime; 
2 5 173 -help victims to cope with the effects of crime by providing 
counselling and contacts with social agencies; 
10 174 - focus on the prevention of further victimization and provide 
and encouragement to the victim by explaining the apprehension and 
11 prosecution process; 
9 175 - help to increase the "unit availability time" of police members and 
be of service to investigators by providing assistance to the victim 
during the crime investigation. 
3 176 - there is a need for greater understanding of the range of possible 
service needs of victims both as a consequence of their victimization 
and in their capacity as participants in the criminal justice system. 
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APPENDIX D: Q Sample Statements 
The far left column indicates where the statement was placed in the statement 
structuring matrix (Table 3.1, p. 74). The second column from the left indicates the random 
number assigned to that statement because it was used in the Q sample. The third column 
from the left indicates the concourse number the statement received in Appendix B (p. 184). 
13 1 37 A public awareness campaign on the mental health needs of victims 
should be instituted. 
10 2 152 [S]ociety's recognition that it was not the [victim's] fault and that [the 
victim] didn't cause the trauma [he or she was] forced to experience 
may be the single most significant message necessary for [a victim] to 
regain [his or her] sense of power. 
8 3 74 One of the most important goals of the victims movement is better 
coordination between the mental health community and the criminal 
justice system. 
12 4 71 The mental health community should establish and maintain direct 
liaison with other victim service agencies. 
2 5 173 [It is necessary to] help victims cope with the effects of crime by 
providing counselling and contacts with social agencies. 
10 6 60 When the police are responsive to the victim's needs, the victim will 
often feel comforted and reassured. 
2 7 101 An examination of personal meanings [the victim attaches] to the 
event, relationships, and self images can lead to greater self-awareness 
and provide an opportunity for psychological growth. 
10 8 128 The [victim] needs assurance that he or she was (and is) reacting 
normally to an abnormal situation, and many need frequent 
reassurance that they are accepted by their therapist. 
4 9 25 [T]he system's resources are almost entirely devoted to the criminal, 
and little remains for those who have sustained harm at the criminal's 
hands. 
2 10 136 Psychological changes, as well as the physical recovery, are part of 
the growth from victim status to survivor status. 
13 11 78 [I]t is vital that the innocent victims of crime be given the support 
they deserve as citizens of a nation promising justice for all. 
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9 12 97 [O]ne of the necessary prerequisites for a fully effective victim 
assistance program is the existence of an outreach element, whereby 
victims are individually offered information about the kinds of 
services available and help in understanding the possible relevance of 
such services to their own situation. 
8 13 47 [V]ictims can improve their outcomes by retrieving their stolen 
property or by obtaining compensation from a third party, such as, an 
insurance company. 
11 14 67 [To help victims, it is necessary to] study the immediate and long-
term psychological effects of criminal victimization. 
8 15 154 Victims heal faster when they observe the abuser receiving some 
punishment: there is a need to right the wrong that has been done to 
them. 
16 16 63 The fight against crime and the effort to restore the lives of its victims 
requires the [combined], cooperative action of every segment of 
society. 
12 17 38 Greater efforts should be undertaken for new federal and [provincial] 
legislation ... designed to increase victims' participation in the police 
investigation process, [prosecution] decision making, bail hearings, 
the trial process, sentencing, and parole hearings. 
7 18 158 [Strengthening a victim's] own forces by doing something concrete 
and tangible (i.e. , karate or other direct action) [will] reduce future 
vulnerability and thus fight fear. 
13 19 11 Because reducing the amount of crime is a difficult task, alleviating 
the impact of crime among victims may be our best strategy for 
dealing with the crime problem. 
12 20 133 Eventually we will have a diagnosis of victim stress disorder based on 
clinical evidence and treatment [patterns]. 
1 21 23 [ W]ho provides help is not as important as the fact that help is 
provided. 
5 22 12 It has been suggested ... that victimization will produce less fear if 
victims can convince themselves that little harm was done, and that 
steps can be taken to prevent further victimization. 
2 23 142 [L]et victims tell their stories at their own pace .... 
11 24 171 The kind of information victims most want from the police is 
information on further procedures [in the criminal justice system]. 
4 25 107 The [victim] may need to flee to a safe place for protection. 
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6 26 19 Crime victims have an almost universal need to construct a reason for 
their violation, to find an answer to the question, "Why me?" 
9 27 58 [V]ictims often seek help from the police in coping with their 
victimization. · 
15 28 34 Greater federal funding should be encouraged for research on societal 
reactions to victimization. 
3 29 24 Important contributions can be made to services aimed at helping 
victims by building theories ... on the basis of experience and by 
designing, implementing, and ... evaluating interventions ..... 
14 30 36 There should be greater public awareness of the mental health needs 
of victims and the ways [professionals] can help victims. 
5 31 160 There was no [victim] who did nothing at all, hoping that time alone 
would do the healing. 
1 32 165 [I]t is necessary to accept the victim's way of coping, never to blame 
him or her, and always to treat him or her seriously. 
6 33 121 The [victim] must simultaneously gain physical, material, and 
psychosocial strengths while overcoming losses and stress, including 
new demands imposed by the recovery process. 
6 34 113 When the victimization has been sudden, the [victim's] initial task is 
to master the crisis of the impact, attain control of the immediate 
situation and manage intense emotions. 
12 35 26 A network of [helping professionals] interested in providing help to 
victims ... should be established. 
3 36 168 Most of all, victims want to prevent a recurrence of their 
victimization. 
7 37 42 [A victim] begins to get back on top of the situation through 
considering or taking precautions against crime, usually by restricting 
one's ·range of activities so as not to fall prey again. 
3 38 93 [R]esearchers need to develop more sophisticated methods of assessing 
the seriousness [of victimization effects] and of determining what 
levels of support are most appropriate. 
3 39 130 A victim needs .. .information [about what had actually taken place], 
but only in a context that he or she can acknowledge and accept. 
11 40 148 [To help victims, it is necessary for] mental health professions [to] 
become more informed and involved in victim services. 
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5 41 127 Victims desperately need to regain a sense of order in their own 
environment, while attempting to cope with the chaos that the crime 
has brought to their lives. 
10 42 41 It is clear that one must go beyond the material loss and physical 
injury experienced by the victim to understand why being a victim is 
so often traumatizing. 
9 43 96 [V]ictims' needs are not a fixed, [easily understood and measurable] 
entity: they are in some sense negotiated with the person or agency 
offering assistance. 
4 44 139 [To help victims, it is necessary to] set up a program to help 
witnesses ... [and] also to respond quickly to victims, sometimes at the 
scene of the crime, whether or not there would be an arrest and 
prosecution. 
6 45 18 The work of recovery requires the victim to deal with a number of 
distressing emotions including fear, anger, sadness, self-pity, and 
guilt. 
11 46 29 Continued evaluation research on [processes that directly involve the 
victim] within the criminal justice system should be encouraged. 
9 47 126 [V]ictims need to feel that the people around them are self-controlled 
and are capable of protecting them. 
1 48 56 [T]he victim needs to know that support [is] unconditionally available. 
5 49 46 Successfully coping with victimization can serve as a growth-
promoting experience for victims. 
1 50 109 [Victims] need courtesy and respect to help them maintain their 
dignity in the help-seeking process. 
4 51 83 [V]ictims of violent crime are often faced with early expenses in 
replacing spectacles, clothing, etc. 
APPENDIX E: Declaration of Informed Consent for Victim-Participants 
January 1999 
Dear Participant, 
My name is Pam Schneider. I am a graduate student in the Counselling Program at the 
University of Northern British Columbia. I am investigating victims' needs by talking to 
victims of violent crime and counsellors so that we have a better understanding of what 
victims need. I am writing to ask you to participate in this research. 
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I would like to find out your needs following violent crime. You will be asked to complete a 
questionnaire and organize sentences according to your level of agreement with each 
sentence. The way you place these sentences will show me your personal point of view about 
victims' needs. These tasks will take approximately 1 hour to complete. 
Before you agree to help, you need to know the following: 
1. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time. 
2. You will be asked to complete a questionnaire and organize sentences to reflect your 
point of view. 
3. Your identity will not be revealed in the report. Names and other identifying 
information will not be given in the results. 
4. The information you share will be treated confidentially. All records will be stored in 
my Advisor's locked cabinet in his private and locked office at UNBC. 
5. There are no "disguised" procedures in this research. All procedures can be taken at 
face value. 
6. There are no known risks involved in this study, however names and telephone 
numbers of professional counsellors will be made available in case you feel distressed. 
7. Information you provide in this study will be used make suggestions to improve 
services for victims of violent crime. 
If you have any questions about the study or your role please contact my advisor Dr. Bryan 
Hartman, University of Northern British Columbia at 960-6647 and/or myself at 563-8440. 
Please complete the attached form. Keep this letter for your own records. 
Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Pam Schneider 
UNBC Graduate Student 
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Consent Form for Victim-Participants 
Participant's Name 
Please read the following: 
I understand that I have been asked to express my personal point of view regarding victims' 
needs. 
I understand that if I agree to participate, I will be asked to complete a short questionnaire 
and organize sentences to reflect my level of agreement with each sentence. This information 
will give the researcher my personal point of view on victims' needs. This will take 
approximately 1 hour of my time. 
I understand that I will not be identified in the written report. Privacy and confidentiality 
will be protected since information will be based on group information and no individual 
participant will be named. I understand that I am free to withdraw from this research at any 
time without penalty. 
I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE AND HAVE READ THE STATEMENT ABOVE. 
I DO NOT AGREE TO PARTICIPATE. I understand there is no penalty. 
Signature Date 
If you would like to receive a copy of the results of this study, please provide your mailing 
address below. I will send you a summary of the findings when they are ready. 
Name 
Street Address/ PO Box 
City/Town Province Postal Code 
APPENDIX F: Questionnaire for Victim-Participants 
Demographics: 
1. Sex: __ Female Male 
2. Age: 18-30 31-40 
41-50 -- 51-60 
-- 61-70 __ 71+ 
Details of the Crime: 
3. How many times have you been the victim of a violent crime? ___ times 
4. Please indicate the date when the most recent (or only) violent crime occurred. 
Month _____ · Day _____ _ Year ____ _ 
* If the month is an approximation, please check here __ . 
* If the day is an approximation, please check here __ . 
5. Please indicate the name or type of crime that occurred: 
Causing bodily harm with intent- firearm 
Causing bodily harm with intent- air gun or pistol 
Criminal harassment 
Uttering threats 
Assault (level I) 
Assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm (level II) 
Aggravated assault (level III) 
Sexual assault (level I) 
Sexual assault with a weapon (level II) 
Aggravated sexual assault (level III) 
6. Was the offender charged with the crime(s) indicated in question #5? 
Yes No 
7. Did court proceedings occur for this crime? 
Yes No 
8. Did you know the accused prior to the crime being committed? 
Yes No 
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9. At the time of the crime, was there a family (i.e., genetic relationship) relationship 
between yourself and the accused? 
Yes No 
10. At the time of the crime, was there a marital (i.e., mairied or common-law) 
relationship between yourself and the accused? 
Yes No 
11. Please list any physical injuries which resulted from this crime. 
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12. Do you have any other information you would like to provide about yourself or the 
crime? · 
APPENDIX G: Declaration of Informed Consent for Counsellor-Participants 
January 1999 
Dear Participant, 
My name is Pam Schneider. I am a graduate student in the Counselling Program at the 
University of Northern British Columbia. I am investigating victims' needs by talking to 
victims of violent crime and counsellors so that we have a better understanding of what 
victims need. I am writing to ask you to participate in this research. 
I would like to find out your perspective regarding the needs of victims of violent crime. 
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You will be asked to complete a short questionnaire and organize sentences according to your 
level of agreement with each sentence. The way you place these sentences will indicate your 
personal and professional perspective about victims' needs. These tasks will take 
approximately 1 hour to complete. 
Before you agree to help, you need to know the following: 
1. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time. 
2. You will be asked to complete a questionnaire and organize sentences to reflect your 
perspective. 
3. Your identity will not be revealed in the report. Names and other identifying 
information will not be given in the results. 
4. The information you share will be treated confidentially. All records will be stored in 
my Advisor's locked cabinet in his private and locked office at UNBC. 
5. There are no "disguised" procedures in this research. All procedures can be taken at 
face value. 
6. There are no known risks involved in this study, however names and telephone 
numbers of professional counsellors will be made available in case you feel distressed. 
7. Information you provide in this study will be used to make suggestions to improve 
services for victims of violent crime. 
If you have any questions about the study or your role please contact my advisor Dr. Bryan . 
Hartman, University of Northern British Columbia at 960-6647 and/or myself at 563-8440. 
Please complete the attached form. Keep this letter for your own records. 
Thapk you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Pam Schneider 
UNBC Graduate Student 
Consent Form for Counsellor-Participants 
Participant's Name 
Please read the following: 
I understand that I have been asked to express my personal and professional perspective 
regarding victims' needs. 
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I understand that if I agree to participate, I will be asked to complete a short questionnaire 
and organize sentences to reflect my level of agreement with each sentence. This information 
will give the researcher my personal and professional perspective on victims' needs. This 
will take approximately 1 hour of my time. 
I understand that I will not be identified in the written report. Privacy and confidentiality 
will be protected since information will be based on group information and no individual 
participant will be named. I understand that I am free to withdraw from this research at any 
time without penalty. 
I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE AND HAVE READ THE STATEMENT ABOVE. 
I DO NOT AGREE TO PARTICIPATE. I understand there is no penalty. 
Signature Date 
If you would like to receive a copy of the results of this study, please provide your mailing 
address below. I will send you a summary of the findings when they are ready. 
Name 
Street Address/ PO Box 
City/Town Province Postal Code 
APPENDIX H: Questionnaire for Counsellor-Participants 
Demo~raphics: 
1. Sex: __ Female Male 
2. Age: 18-30 31-40 
-- 41-50 51-60 
-- 61-70 71+ 
3. Please list your education (completed or in-progress) and indicate the area of study 




4. At what type of agency do you work? 
__ Government 
__ Government funded 
__ Not-for-profit 
5. What is your job title? 
__ Private agency 
__ Your own company/agency 
6. How long have you been working as a counsellor? 
___ years ___ months 
7. How long have you been counselling victims of violent crime? 
___ years ___ months 





9. Approximately how many hours per week do you spend counselling victims of violent 
crime? 
____ hours per week 
Victimization Status: 
10. Have you ever been a victim of a violent crime? 
Yes 
No 
11. Do you have any other information you would like to provide about yourself or your 
work? 
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APPENDIX I: Instruction and Recording Form 
Dear Participant, 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project. My name is. Pam Schneider. I 
am a University of Northern British Columbia graduate student completing the requirements 
for a Master of Education degree in Counselling. The title of my masters thesis is A 
Comparison of Victims of Violent Crime and Counsellors: What Do Victims Need? I have 
chosen this topic because I feel that people need to recognize the experiences and needs of 
victims of violent crime. 
This task consists of rank-ordering statements about victims' needs. It will take 
approximately 1 hour of your time. It is designed to identify your personal point-of-view 
about victims' needs following violent crime. This will be done by placing statements into a 
chart. The completed chart will reflect the degree to which you agree with each statement. 
There are 51 statements and each statement must be place in only one cell of the chart. On 
the next page you will find the outline of the chart. It is important that the correct number of 
cards be _placed in each column. 
These cards contain statements which discuss victims' needs following victimization. I did 
not make the statements up. I took these statements from handbooks and texts written by 
counsellors, psychologists, and academics. In some instances it was necessary to alter the 
statements to make them grammatically correct and more understandable. The brackets 
indicate where I have altered statements. 
You are asked to read the enclosed deck of cards which contain the numbered statements. 
Once you have read through the entire deck you will need to divide the cards into three piles: 
(i) those statements which are most like your point of view, (ii) those statements which are 
most unlike your point of view, and (iii) those statements not placed in the first two piles. 
You can place any number of cards in the three piles. 
Please read the pile of statements that are most like your point of view and pick out 3 
statements which you feel are most like your point of view. Place these statements under the 
+5 column in the distribution. Please read the pile of statements that are most unlike your 
point of view and pick out 3 statements which you feel are most unlike your point of view. 
Place these statements under the -5 column in the distribution. 
Now go back to the first pile and read the statements that are most like your point of view. 
Pick out 4 statements which you feel are most like your point of view. Place these 
statements under the +4 column in the distribution. These statements should reflect your 
point of view, but not as strongly as the statements placed under the +5 column. 
Now go back to the second pile and read the statements that are most unlike your point of 
view. Pick out 4 statements which you feel are most unlike your point of view. Place these 
statements under the -4 column in the distribution. These statements should not reflect your 
point of view, but not as strongly as the statements placed under the -5 column. 
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Again, return to the first pile and read the statements. Pick out 4 statements which 
you feel are most like your point of view. Place these statements under the + 3 column. 
These statements should reflect your point of view, but not as strongly as the statements 
placed in the +4 column. 
Again, return to the second pile and read the statements. Pick out 4 statements which 
you feel are most unlike your point of view. Place these statements under the -3 column. 
These statements should not reflect your point of view, but not as strongly as the statements 
placed in the -4 column. 
Continue this process until you come to a point were there. is very little difference 
between your feelings on the remaining cards. At this time please go to the third pile of 
cards (the pile that has not yet been reduced in size). Read the pile of statements and pick 
out the statements that you have no opinion on or not a very strong opinion and fill in the 
columns labelled -1, 0, and + 1. 
When the correct number of cards have been placed in each column you have 
completed the sorting. You are encouraged to review your chart and decide if you are happy 
with it. You are welcome to make changes or switch cards but please ensure that each 
column contains the correct number of cards. 
YOU MAY WITHDRAW FROM THIS PROJECT AT ANY TIME 
Most unlike my 
point of view 
-5 -4 -3 










Most like my 
point of view 
+4 +5 
(Source: McKeown & Thomas 1988, 32) 
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Q Sort Recording Form 
Participant's Name--------------------
Most unlike my 
point of view 
-5 -4 
Comments: 








Most like my 
point of view 
+4 +5 
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APPENDIX J: Table 4.6 - Normalized Factor Scores 
Factors 
Statement 
1 2 3 
1 -.221 .160 -1.058 
2 .534 . . 364 .000 
3 -.598 - .160 -1.058 
4 .377 -.387 -.705 
5 .157 .387 -1.058 
6 -.520 -.023 1.411 
7 -.064 1.708 .000 
8 .990 .296 .353 
9 -.598 -1.229 1.763 
10 .534 1.093 .705 
11 1.495 -.479 1.411 
12 .000 1.070 .000 
13 -1.211 -.479 1.763 
14 1.196 -1.229 -.353 
15 -1.211 .000 1.763 
16 -.078 -.866 -.705 
17 -.235 -1.002 1.058 
18 -1.510 .842 .353 
19 -1.730 -.615 -1.763 
20 -.456 -1.708 -1.411 
21 -1.211 .091 -.353 
22 -.691 -.866 .705 
23 .235 1.616 .705 
24 -.990 -1.776 1.411 
25 .520 1.321 1.058 
26 .755 .251 .000 
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27 -.975 -1.935 -1.763 
28 .064 -.910 -1.411 
29 1.039 -1.935 -1.763 
30 -.221 .387 -1.058 
31 -1.353 .387 1.058 
32 1.588 .251 .353 
33 1.211 .706 -.353 
34 1.211 1.776 .705 
35 .078 -.136 -.705 
36 -.078 .547 .353 
37 -1.588 .866 -1.411 
38 .598 -1.161 -.705 
39 .221 -1.093 .353 
40 -.456 -.455 -.705 
41 1.887 1.480 .705 
42 1.510 .751 -.353 
43 -.441 -.615 .000 
44 .975 -1.002 -.353 
45 1.054 1.708 .000 
46 .221 -.683 1.058 
47 -1.353 .000 -1.411 
48 1.652 1.457 -.353 
49 -1.730 .774 .353 
50 .912 .455 1.411 
51 -1.495 .000 .000 
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APPENDIX K: Table 4. 7 - Q Sort Values of Each Statement 
Factors 
Statement 1 2 3 
1 -1 0 -3 
2 1 1 0 
3 -2 -1 -3 
4 1 -1 -2 
5 0 1 -3 
6 -2 0 4 
7 0 5 0 
8 3 1 1 
9 -2 -4 5 
10 1 3 2 
11 4 -1 4 
12 0 3 0 
13 -3 -1 5 
14 3 -4 -1 
15 -3 0 5 
16 0 -2 -2 
17 -1 -3 3 
18 -4 3 1 
19 -5 -2 -5 
20 -1 -4 -4 
21 -3 0 -1 
22 -2 -2 2 
23 1 4 2 
24 -3 -5 4 
25 1 4 3 
26 2 0 0 
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27 -2 -5 -5 
28 0 -3 -4 
29 3 -5 -5 
30 -1 1 -3 
31 -4 1 3 
32 5 0 1 
33 4 2 -1 
34 4 5 2 
35 0 -1 -2 
36 0 2 1 
37 -5 3 -4 
38 2 -4 -2 
39 1 -3 1 
40 -1 -1 -2 
41 5 4 2 
42 4 2 -1 
43 -1 -2 0 
44 2 -3 -1 
45 3 5 0 
46 1 -2 3 
47 -4 0 -4 
48 5 4 -1 
49 -5 2 1 
50 2 2 4 
51 -4 0 0 
